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Abstract

A wide variety of psychological disorders are hypothesised as having their basis in
perfectionism (Hill, Zrull, & Turlington, 1997). Yet, the amount of research and
literature on perfectionism is meagre, and is predominantly biased towards the
psychopathological (Rice, Ashby, & Slaney, 1998). To an extent, the lack of research
and bias, is redressed by this body of work. The four objectives to this thesis were:
i) to validate Frost, Marten, Lahart, and Rosenblate's (1990) Multidimensional
Perfectionism Scale (FMPS) on an broader sample than what it was developed;

ii) to present a more balanced view of perfectionism by developing the positive aspects
of perfectionism;
iii) to establish if perfectionism is intermeshed and buttressed by locus of control
(Multidimensional Locus of control; Levenson, 1973) and coping style (Miller
Behavioral Style Scale; Miller, 1980);

iv) to investigate the socialisation explanation of the propagation of precisian tenden
Participants were drawn from students, and their immediate families, of the University
Wollongong.

The FMPS was partially replicated, with the required modifications indicated by the
name changes (viz., FMPS -» FMPSn -» FMPS(R)). In developing the FMPS(R), two
new dimensions and four new categorisations of perfectionism (to the FMPS(R)) were
derived. Significant relationships occurred between perfectionism (dimensions and

categories) with locus of control and coping style. These results support the contentio
that perfectionism is intertwined with other personality styles.

Familial socialisation effects and the propagation of perfectionism were assessed
using 247 two-parent family units (father-mother-child). The modelling and role
modelling explanations were supported, but not the same-gender role modelling

explanation. These results indicated that a construct other than gender should be used,

XV1U

and so the gender-role attribute perspective w a s utilised. Significant differences occurred
between gender-role attribute classifications on both the dimensional scores, and their
expected and observed frequencies for the categories of perfectionism.

Overall, concluded from these results were that:
i) a high level of association between perfectionism with locus of control, and coping
style;
ii) familial socialisation practices perpetuate perfectionistic tendencies;
iii) a high level of association between the gender-role attribute designations with the
dimensions of perfectionism.
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Chapter 1
Perfectionism

1.1 Preamble
Perfectionism has gone from being a unidimensional to a multidimensional
construct, as indicated by the emergence of two multidimensional perfectionism scales.
The Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (FMPS) of Frost, Marten. Lahart. and
Rosenblate (1990) measures, what they suggest are, the six most reported dimensions of
perfectionism (an intrapersonal focus). Hewitt and Rett's (1991b) Multidimensional
Perfectionism Scale (HMPS) measures three dimensions of perfectionism using an

interpersonal focus, where the perfectionistic standards originate from (self or others),
and to whom these standards are applied (self or others).

In validating and highlighting the utility of these multidimensional perfectionism
scales both sets of authors (Frost et al.. 1990; Hewitt & Flett, 1991b). and other
researchers (Adkins & Parker, 1996; Chang, 1998; Ferrari. 1992; Hill, Mclntire, &
Bacharach, 1997; Minarik & Ahrens. 1996; Saboonchi & Lundh, 1997) have proceeded
to concentrate on perfectionism's association with psychopathology. What this
forementioned research, and research as a whole into the area of perfectionism, have
failed to address are three equally important areas. First, it has been theorised that

perfectionism has both a positive and a negative side, yet the literature and research h
an overwhelming emphasis on the negative. Second, perfectionism has been theorised as

being supported or reinforced by other personality characteristics, yet it is continuall
referred to, and treated as, a stand alone entity rather than as an enmeshment of
behavioural propensities. Third, to date there has only been one empirical study on the
propagation of perfectionism, and it had a number of methodological problems.

Overcoming these three limitations derived from the literature and research were three o
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the four central objectives in developing this thesis. The other objective involved the
validation of the perfectionism measure employed.

In designing how this body of work would progress four specific objectives vv ere
laid out, and then, a series of studies were planned such that each of these objectives
would be met. The four objectives were:
i) to validate Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS on a broader sample than what it was
developed;
ii) to present a more balanced view of perfectionism by developing the positive aspects
of perfectionism;

iii) to illustrate how perfectionism is reinforced or supported by other cognitive styles
in this case locus of control and coping style;
iv) to assess if there are familial propensities for the development of perfectionism.
The participant pools used during these studies were drawn from students of the
University of Wollongong, and their immediate families.

In developing these objectives one major assumption was made, and the first study
proved that assumption to be incorrect. The assumption was that the perfectionism
measure used in the research would demonstrate satisfactory psychometric properties.
The results from the psychometric examination indicated that the problems within the
perfectionism measure were of a remedial nature. As such, there was a change in the
number, nature, and types of studies undertaken for the rest of this research. However,
the objectives never changed; rather, by introducing a number of aims throughout the
research the focus was able to be continually realigned back to the objectives.

The order of presentation of the first four chapters to this current thesis will be
explained. This is because the development of the argument (represented by each
chapter) is not linear, but rather, chapter 1 develops two independent lines of research
are taken up in chapters 2 and 3. and are then combined in chapter 4. Chapter 1
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introduces the topic of perfectionism and makes reference to parent-child interaction being
a method by which perfectionism is propagated. It also discusses how perfectionism can
be reinforced and supported by other personality dimensions. Parent-child interaction as

a socialisation agent is discussed in chapter 2. Chapter 3 presents self-regulation theor
as a framework from which to assess if locus of control and coping style are two
personality dimensions conducive to the development and continuation of precisian
beliefs. Various perfectionism measures are discussed in chapter 4 together with a
comparison and contrast of the two multidimensional perfectionism measures.
Incorporated into this discussion is the decision as to which of the two perfectionism
measures will be utilised in this body of work. Following this, research is reported into
the associations between perfectionism with; its positive and negative aspects, family
socialisation effects, self-regulation theory, locus of control, and coping style.

When reading chapters 3 and 4 a number of abbreviations are introduced and then
utilised throughout the thesis. As an aid to the reader, a list of the abbreviations used
presented in Appendix 1.

1.2 Definitions of perfectionism
Prior to 1984 there was limited research and literature available on perfectionism
(Pacht, 1984). In recent years, however, publications in this area have been considerable
(Rice, Ashby, & Slaney, 1998). These recent articles have focussed on developing new

perfectionism scales, highlighting its multidimensional nature, and its role in adaptive a
maladaptive functioning (Frost et al., 1995, 1997). The slow unravelling of the nature of
perfectionism is reflected in its changing definitions (Ferrari & Mautz, 1997). At its
broadest, perfectionism is defined as the setting of excessively high personal standards,
or the striving to achieve faultless performances (Broday, 1988; Sorotzkin, 1985). For
example, people who measure their self-worth based almost exclusively upon their
productivity in reaching unrealistically high self-standards would be regarded as
perfectionists (Slade, Newton, Butler, & Murphv, 1991).
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Often people associate perfectionism with obsessive-compulsive disorder, but this
assumption is misleading (Evans etal.. 1997; Hoi lender, 1965, 1978; Missildine. 1963).
According to Hollender, perfectionism is a personality trait which "co-exists, blends
with, or is buttressed by other traits" (p. 95). Often, while disentangling the effects of

perfectionism, the researcher or practitioner is sidetracked into other personality trait
such as obsessionality and compulsiveness. Obsessions, according to the Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (American Psychiatric Association, 1994; DSM-

IV), refers to people having persistent ideas, thoughts, and impulses that are perceived t
be beyond their control. Compulsions are defined by the DSM-IV as repetitive

behaviours people feel driven to perform in an attempt to alleviate the distress associat
with an obsession, or, to circumvent an anticipated aversive event or situation. These

behaviours are usually stylised, ritualistic, and irrational, yet people prefer to exhibi
behaviours rather than to resist. Hollender (1978) reported that perfectionism does not

necessarily involve repeating the same task endlessly, and if it did, the task is not rep
for its own sake but rather to improve on the performance of the task. The behaviours of

perfectionists, as against obsessive-compulsives, are not stylised and ritualistic. Rather
the behaviours are usually appropriate for the task, and are carried on to an extreme.
These behaviours are directed towards the achievement of a goal. The problem according

to Burns (1980) is that perfectionists are "driven to create a flawless product" (p. 41) so
that they "can't sense when the point of diminishing returns has been reached" (p. 41).

While perfectionism was viewed as unidimensional, putting it under the obsessivecompulsive disorder umbrella was appealing. This association became inappropriate
when perfectionism was proposed as a two dimensional trait (Hamachek, 1978), and
more recently as a multidimensional trait (Frost et al., 1990; Hewitt & Flett, 1991b).

1.3 Normal and neurotic perfectionism
Definitions of perfectionism are too general according to Hamachek (1978). for
thev do not adequately differentiate between perfectionists and people who are hishlv

r>

competent and successful. Perfectionism is not just a behavioural pattern; it includes
people's thoughts and beliefs about their behaviours. Consequently, Hamachek

introduced the concepts of "normal" and "neurotic" perfectionism to differentiate between
precisians' positive and negative thoughts and beliefs. This distinction has been
supported by a number of researchers, specifically: Ashby and Kottman (1996) together
with Davis (1997) also used the terms "normal" and "neurotic" perfectionism; Johnson
and Slaney (1996) utilised "problematic" and "non-problematic" perfectionism; Slade and
Dewey (1986) used "satisfied" and "dissatisfied" perfectionists; Terry-Short, Owens,
Slade, and Dewey (1995) and Slade and Owens (1998) employed "positive" and
"negative" perfectionism; Frost, Heimberg, Holt, Mattia, and Neubauer (1993) used
"positive striving" and "maladaptive evaluative concerns"; while Ablard and Parker
(1997) had "healthy" and "dysfunctional" perfectionism.

Using this categorisation, both normal and neurotic perfectionists strive for a
perfect performance. Hamachek (1978), however, contends that normal precisians are
willing to "allow" minor flaws in their performance, and still consider the performance

successful. They can enhance their self-esteem and appreciate a job well done, even if th

result is not perfect. By contrast, neurotic precisians are overly concerned with mistake
even minor errors or flaws are perceived as below their acceptable standards. For them,
the quality of their performance is never good enough. Such individuals believe they
should have, or could have, done better. Hamachek believes that perceptions of never
being "good enough" denies neurotic perfectionists of any satisfaction that might have
accompanied either a superior performance or at least a job well done.

Hamachek (1978) proposed that it is the ability to appreciate and differentiate
between their limitations, strengths, and performance boundaries that categorises

perfectionists as being either normal or neurotic. A realistic self-appraisal means norma

perfectionists are able to focus on their strengths, and thus have self-expectations that

difficult but achievable. Because normal perfectionists are aware of their limitations, t
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c o m e from a position of strength. They tend to have positive emotions, feel more relaxed
with their work, and are excited and clear about what needs to be done. Neurotic
perfectionists, who by definition have unrealistic self-appraisals, typically set selfexpectations that are unachievable. Due to their unrealistic self-appraisals, neurotic

perfectionists do not realise their problem is in their unrealistic expectations rather tha
making errors or mistakes. The unrealistic self-appraisals and their constant failure to
attain their self-expectations predispose neurotic perfectionists to focus on how to avoid
doing things wrong. This focus on how not to do things leads to feelings of anxiety,
confusion, and being emotionally drained. It is the belief that performance has to be
perfect or it is worthless, and any flaw regardless of how minor constitutes complete
failure, that gives (neurotic) perfectionists so much psychological distress (Beck, 1976).

It is (neurotic) perfectionists' distorted and illogical thinking patterns, according to
Burns (1980), that foster their self-defeating strategies for self-management. He
suggested the mechanisms of impairment were dichotomous thinking patterns,
overgeneralisations, and the tyranny of "shoulds" and "coulds". A dichotomous thinking

pattern is typified by beliefs that issues and events can be divided into success or failure
right or wrong, black or white; there are no shades of grey. For (neurotic) perfectionists,
a dichotomous thinking pattern means that their actions are classified as either a complete
success or a dismal failure, leading to a fear of making mistakes and overreacting to them.
After experiencing what they consider to be success or failure, they overgeneralise from

the one experience and unrealistically expect all attempts at the activity to have a similar

result. If the initial experience results in success, they will demand success of themselves
every time the same activity is undertaken, regardless of any changes in circumstances.

They tend to attribute a failure at a previously successful activity to insufficient effort.

the initial experience was a failure, then the belief will be that any future attempts at t
activity are also doomed to failure. Failure at an activity is thought, by (neurotic)
perfectionists, to "prove" that they lack the ability for success. Once they have formed a
belief about their ability at that activity, they dogmatically hold to that conviction. It
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this dichotomous thinking, and unrealistic self-evaluation(s) that causes them m u c h
psychological distress, and in turn leading to naive and self-defeating personal growth
and self-management strategies (Beck, 1976; Burns, 1980; Burns & Beck, 1978).

The "saint-or-sinner" syndrome was used by Burns (1980) to describe the

dichotomous thinking patterns and unrealistic self-evaluations of (neurotic) perfectionist
Burns argued that (neurotic) perfectionists believe sainthood is achieved by stringent
adherence to their personal set of strict dogma or rules for the task or activity being
performed. Even the slightest slip from their personally set rigid standards means the
period of sainthood is over and they are a sinner, as the chance for perfection is lost.
Making a mistake has these individuals indulging in feelings of unrealistic selfdepreciation and guilt. Pursuing this self-destructive strategy of self-control leads
(neurotic) perfectionists to experience an uncontrollable "roller coaster effect"

characterised by emotional liability, extreme fluctuations in motivation, and inconsistent

effort. The tyranny of shoulds and coulds negatively affect (neurotic) perfectionists both
before and after an activity. With an incorrect self-appraisal these people decide what
they should and could do in an activity, which leads to an unrealistically high selfperformance expectation. After the activity, when this expectation is not achieved,
(neurotic) perfectionists then berate themselves for what they should or could have done.

The vicious circle which (neurotic) perfectionists get themselves into can be characterise
as comprising non-productive, self-critical ruminations that lead to depression and an
unrealistically negative self-image. In contrast, a positive personal growth and selfmanagement strategy would be to reflect upon a non-successful outcome, and learn what
needs to be done next time.

Even though the concept of normal and neurotic perfectionism has been around for
a number of years and has been suggested by a number of authors many researchers still
focus on neurotic perfectionism and call it perfectionism (Norman, Davies, Nicholson,
Cortese, & Malla, 1998). To avoid this confusion within the current research, reference
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to "normal perfectionism" will signify the empowering aspects of perfectionism.
Reference to "neurotic perfectionism" will signify the disempowering aspects of
perfectionism, and the term "perfectionism" will signify both the empowering and
disempowering aspects of perfectionism.

The following section (viz., section 1.4) presents the theories of Freud
(1926/1959), Rogers (1959), and Bandura (1971, 1977), and how they relate to the

development of perfectionism. Freud is the only one of the three theorists to specifical
mention how perfectionism might develop.

1.4 Theories of the aetiology of perfectionism
Three theories of the aetiology of perfectionism will be discussed in the terminology
appropriate to each theoretical perspective. Freud's (1923/196lb, 1926/1959)
psychoanalytic perspective is the first theory discussed, the second is Rogers' (1959)
humanistic approach, and finally Bandura's (1971, 1977) social learning theory. These
are followed by a section on the theorised means for the propagation of perfectionism.

Psychoanalytic perspective
Freud's (1926/1959) psychoanalytic perspective postulated that (neurotic)
perfectionism was but one of the indicators of obsessional neurosis. The super-ego plays
a major role in individuals suffering from obsessional neurosis in that "the super-ego
becomes exceptionally severe and unkind, and the ego, in obedience to the super-ego,
produces strong reaction formations in the shape of conscientiousness, piety and
cleanliness" (p. 115). From the preceding explanation it is obvious that Freud only

conceived of neurotic perfectionism and explained its development from the resolution of

the Oedipus complex. The identification process, which arises from within the resolution
of the Oedipus complex, can however also be employed to explain the development of
both normal and neurotic perfectionism.
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T h e super-ego develops out of the resolution of the Oedipus complex (Freud,
1923/1961b). The Oedipus complex is claimed by Freud to begin in early childhood

when male infants desire to replace their fathers so that they may achieve sexual fulfilme
with their mothers. The equivalent condition for females is called the Electra complex,
although Freud disliked the use of the term (Freud, 1920/1964). The explanation will
continue using the masculine example for clarity, and to more faithfully reflect Freud's
writings. To deconstruct the Oedipus, sons' object-cathexis with their mothers must be
replaced. The two options available for boys are to either; form an identification with
their mothers, or to intensify their identification with their fathers. The femininity in

boy's character is consolidated if he identifies with his mother, whereas, if he strengthe
his identification with his father then the masculinity in his character is consolidated.
identification with the feminine and/or the masculine side of one's character is returned
in the chapter 10 analyses, via the utilisation of gender-role attribute beliefs.

Identification involves both an emotional attachment to the qualities of an external

object, usually those of another person, and then the incorporation of those qualities int
one's personality (Freud, 1923/1961b). Freud (1921/1955, 1923/1961a, 1933/1964)
specified what he believed to be the four most important conditions under which
identification takes place. These four conditions, with their identification names are:
i) narcissistic identification - refers to narcissistic cathexis (self-love), for example,
people who prize their long curly hair will readily identify with others who have
long curly hair; people who are proud of the football team they support will readily
identify with others who also support the same team. This is one reason why
family members frequently support each other, because they identify with each
other. Identification just as readily applies to personal traits as to material
possessions. This is not to be confused with object-choice. When people make an
object choice they do so because they want to acquire the object. Narcissistic
identification means people already have what they desire, and they identify with
other people who also display what they have (similar family traits). Narcissistic
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identification is a mechanism by which precisians (both normal and neurotic) are
able to justify their beliefs by perceiving themselves as belonging to a "select" club:
ii) goal-oriented identification - develops out of the frustration and anxiety of not
having one's needs met. As an example, an adolescent female wants to begin
having relationships with adolescent males, however, she is unsuccessful in
developing such relationships. She watches her friends develop relationships with
adolescent males and wonders what they have that she does not. If she decides to
imitate her friends so that she can achieve the same goals they have (having
relationships with adolescent males) then she is displaying goal-oriented
identification. Similarly, a child desires to have something that daddy/mummy has,
be it love, material possessions, or whatever, and the child believes it is unable to
obtain these things. The child may decide to imitate daddy/mummy so as to obtain
what daddy/mummy has; if this occurs then goal-oriented identification has
occurred. Goal-oriented identification is a mechanism by which both normal and
neurotic perfectionism can develop. The type of perfectionism that would develop
is dependant upon whether the person identifies with, or imitates, a normal or a
neurotic perfectionist;
iii) object-loss identification - this is common amongst children who have been rejected
by their parents. It is an attempt to (re)gain parental love and approval by behaving
in accordance with the expectations of the parents. The child identifies with what it
thinks the parents want it to be. Alternatively, if the child and parent are separated
by divorce or death, the child may display idealised characteristics of the missing
parent. In these cases it is not the actual character of the parent that determines the
kind of identification displayed; rather the child assimilates the parental standards
and values. Object-loss identification can result in the development of neurotic
perfectionism; these people are not free to self-set standards rather they feel
compelled to achieve the perceived parentally set expectations and standards.
iv) identification with an aggressor - is deemed to occur when a child identifies with
laws and rules imposed by an authority figure (parents). In this way the child
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avoids punishment by being obedient to the demands of a potential enemy. The
identification is out of fear not out of love. By identifying with authority figures the
person submits to the rules and regulations of society, avoids pain and obtains
pleasures. Identification with an aggressor is similar to object-loss identification in
that it can result in the development of neurotic perfectionism; these people do not
self-set standards. Rather, they feel compelled to achieve the set expectations and
standards of their aggressor.

It is in repressing the Oedipus complex by identifying with either the mother or the
father, Freud (1923/196lb) argued, that the super-ego further develops and turns against
the ego. The extent to which the super-ego dominates the ego is in direct proportion to
the struggle to repress the Oedipus complex. A speedy resolution of the Oedipus
complex results in the super-ego's complete domination of the ego. A protracted struggle
to resolve the Oedipus complex results in a harmonious relationship between the superego and the ego. It is when the relationship between the super-ego and the ego is more of
a domination rather than a harmonious relationship that the super-ego announces its
presence in the form of conscious or unconscious guilt, and in the form of categorical
imperatives.

(Neurotic) perfectionism as described by Freud (1926/1959) is the result of the
super-ego dominating the ego. This domination is indicated by the presence of conscious
or unconscious guilt. The guilt is a manifestation of the internalised parental ideals,
morals, and norms that have now become categorical imperatives. For Freud
(1923/1961b) the differentiation of the super-ego from the ego is critical for in "giving

permanent expression to the influence of the parents" (p. 35) it continues the elicitatio
precisian behaviours through the generations. Although Freud himself did not explain the
development of perfectionism using the identification concept, it provides a plausible
process by which both normal and neurotic perfectionism may evolve.
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Humanistic approach
The humanistic explanation of neurotic perfectionism is based upon Rogers' (1959)
"conditions of worth" concept. An explanation of both conditions of worth and its

counter-poise "unconditional positive regard" is given to juxtapose two differing types o
environment people may experience. Unconditional positive regard, a term Rogers
attributes to Standal (1954; cited in Rogers, 1959), is displayed by people who hold the
attitude "I care", rather than "I care if you behave in such a manner". Within an
unconditional positive regard environment people are accepted as being inherently
worthwhile, and this is independent of their actions and behaviours or level of
performance. As such, these people are free from any emotional attachment to the tasks

they perform, for their ability or inability at the task is not reflected in, or tied to,
self-worth. They are able to accept their self-experience and from that to gauge what is
propitious and what is not, that is, they self-evaluate. Rogers believes that by
experiencing only unconditional positive regard then no conditions of worth can develop
within the individual.

A conditions of worth environment is where people are treated as being worthwhile
based upon how well they are able to perform tasks. Rogers (1959) believes that people
raised in this kind of environment develop a gestalt as to how their significant others
regard them, and each new experience of acceptance or rejection modifies it. These
people take any disapproval, either specific or global, to be of a global nature. As

approval is so critical to them, they start to view themselves in a dichotomous gestalt w
- either completely liking, or completely disliking, themselves. In wanting love and
acceptance they endeavour to engage in behaviours that elicit displays of love and
acceptance from significant others. At the same time, these individuals believe that the

better the task is done the more love and acceptance will be displayed by the significant

other. To follow this logic to the conclusion; if I do the job perfectly then I will be l
and accepted perfectly (until the next task comes along). This self-view can become
independent of significant others and become a self-evaluative process, with the person
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either liking or disliking the self based upon performance criterion. W h e n the selfexperience and self-regard become bound together such that activities are actively sought
out or actively avoided due to the ramifications upon their self-regard, then Rogers'
condition of worth is deemed as having been acquired. Essentially, the behaviours
described by Rogers as being indicative of operating under a condition of worth
orientation describe the behaviours of neurotic perfectionists.

Social learning
Bandura (1971) proposed that people "model" or "imitate" the behaviour of others
by observing their actions. This proposal immediately made the acquisition of behaviours

an inherently cognitive process, in that it is: the person's attention to the modelling; t
encoding of the information (the action, perceived causes, and consequences); and the

salience of the modeller that determine the extent of learning. Attention will be drawn to
number of parallels between Bandura's modelling concept with Freud's (1923/196lb)
identification concept. This is not to assert they are the same; rather, that they have
similarities. Bandura (1986) argued that both children and adults tend to imitate people
they like over people they dislike; people they have respect for over people they
disrespect; more attractive people over less attractive people; and those with more power
over those with less power: these preferences may be indicative of goal-oriented
identification. Additionally, the greater the perceived similarity between another person
and the self, the greater the likelihood that person will become a model to be imitated
(similar to narcissistic identification).

Many elements of social learning theory seem to place primacy on the learning of
behaviour in the family (Rowe, 1994). Bandura (1971, 1986) believes influential social
learning conditions exist in parent-child relationships because parents exhibit the kinds
power and control that make models attractive, and further, because children in general

are receptive to their parents' teachings. However, the parental figure's salience to mode
behaviour is dependent upon the child's emotional attachment to the parent (see sections
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2.1 and 2.2). Children also tend to imitate same-gender role models in preference to
opposite-gender role models, and this may have some basis in Freud's (1923/196lb)
resolution of the Oedipus complex where children generally identify with the same-gender
parent.

The process of acquired behaviours via imitation means that parents effectively

(intentionally or unintentionally) model both beneficial (e.g., normal perfectionism) and
destructive (e.g., neurotic perfectionism) behaviours. It is ultimately the person's
decision whether or not to incorporate these exhibited behaviours. The behaviour,
however, may not be exhibited until 20 to 30 years have passed, and then the person may
believe he/she is acting independently as an adult. In reality, the person may be

mimicking a behaviour learnt a long time ago, and stored in his/her unconscious until the
appropriate cue for that behavioural program was elicited.

The three reviewed theories of the development of perfectionism (viz.,

psychoanalytic, humanistic, and social learning) are not contradictory, and can be readil
combined to provide an explanation of the development of both normal and neurotic
perfectionism. The links between psychoanalytic and social learning have already been

noted. The humanistic approach can be tied to social learning in that the efficacy of the

parent as a modeller can be based upon a number of factors such as the level of emotional
attachment between the child and the parent and the power position of the parent.
Assuming the child has a close emotional bond to its parents, then a child raised in an
unconditional positive regard environment feels free to exhibit exemplary performance or
less than exemplary performance for the child knows its self-worth is independent of
performance criteria. This self-accepting behaviour would have been modelled by the
parents and imitated by the child. Alternatively, being raised in a conditions of worth
environment means parents model how people must view their own actions and

behaviours. That is, one's self-worth is directly equated to performance criteria, and th
belief pattern is then imitated by the child.
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None of the three theoretical perspectives can claim to be the definitive explanation
of perfectionism. Rather, all three have significant contributions to make in regard to
understanding the phenomenon. As the previous paragraph displayed, these orientations
do not necessarily have to be in conflict. Rather, they can be used to further illuminate
and expand upon the subject matter.

The next section illustrates the contention that researchers have focussed on the
negative side of perfectionism (Hill, Zrull, & Turlington, 1997; Pacht, 1984). Often

there is considerable overlap between the reported accounts, with the propositions relyi
upon more than one of the discussed theoretical orientations. Only the work of Slade and
Owens (1998) specifically mentions how both normal (positive) and neurotic (negative)
perfectionism can develop. Barrow and Moore's (1983) work can be used to explain
both normal and neurotic perfectionism, however, they do not make any reference to the
possibility of two types of perfectionism. It can be argued that some of the explanations
were written before the normal and neurotic distinction surfaced. The counter argument

is that with the increased research into the area of perfectionism, and with the distinc
being recognised, why is the neurotic perfectionism banner championed while the normal
perfectionism banner is left floundering?

1.5 Explanations of the development of perfectionism
There is consensus amongst theorists (Barrow & Moore, 1983; Burns, 1980;
Hamachek, 1978; Halgin & Leahy, 1989; Hollender, 1965; Missildine, 1963; Slade &

Owens, 1998) that perfectionistic tendencies result from parent-child interactions, whil
differing in their explanations. These explanations often allude to one or more of the
following: Freud's (1923/196la) emphasis on the relationship between the super-ego and
the ego (resolution of the Oedipus complex which incorporates identification); Rogers'
(1959) conditions of worth; and Bandura's (1971, 1986) social learning theory. Burns
also mentions variable ratio reinforcement schedules, which comes from a Pavlovian or
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Skinnerian orientation. T h e Skinnerian reinforcement perspective is utilised by Slade and
Owens as the basis for their explanation of the development of perfectionism.

Missildine (1963) postulated that (neurotic) perfectionistic parents find it difficult to
accept rewards for their efforts and belittle their own performances. This trend is then
applied to the performances of their children. Instead of providing approval to their

children, (neurotic) perfectionists urge their children to achieve continually higher leve

of attainment. This parental behaviour fosters in their children the belief that their (th
children's) behaviours are never good enough. (Neurotic) perfectionistic parents can be
very subtle in their use of words and actions to convey their lack of approval to their
children about their performance level. By using these messages parents indicate to their
children that approval will be given when they perform to the parentally set performance
level. In this way, the children are given the message that their performances are substandard. Due to the lack of approval, the children eventually begin to belittle their own
accomplishments, and neverfeel that they live up to their parents' expectations.

Hollender (1965) suggested that the most fertile environment for the development
of (neurotic) perfectionism is sensitive children who feel insecure, and who are reared by
insensitive or hard to please parents. These children, due to their insecurity, would have
a need for acceptance, and would look for signs of parental approval for their behaviours.

If these children perceive their parental message as "I dislike you" or "I disapprove of you
because you do not do things well", then they will endeavour to work harder to achieve
the parental standard. As long as these children hold the hope of achieving their parents'
standards they will continue to strive. Any partial success will fortify their conviction
they can somehow achieve their parents' set standards with a more concerted effort.
Hollender espoused the view that (neurotic) perfectionism is motivated by the children's
efforts to create better self-feelings and/or self-images and to obtain certain responses
(i.e., acceptance, love) from significant others (viz., parents). Therefore, Hollender
disagrees with Missildine (1963), for Hollender contends that children do not contrive to
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engage in a self-belittling activity solely because it is self-belittling. Rather, Hollender

states that children engage in activities that bring parental approval or parental recogni

The belief pattern that leads children to engage in activities that bring parental approva
recognition is "If I try a little harder, If I do a little better, If I become perfect, my
will love me" (Hollender, p. 98).

Two types of approval are proposed by Hamachek (1978) which foster (neurotic)
perfectionism (viz., non-approval or inconsistent approval and conditional approval). In

a situation of either non-approval or inconsistent approval, children fail to develop a se
of what is entailed in a "good" performance. As the children are unable to locate external
standards against which to judge their competence, they compensate by setting
unrealistically high internal standards. These children naively believe that by achieving
"perfect" standard, they can satisfy the standards of significant others. By having the
goal of perfection, they attempt to avoid disapproval while at the same time strive for
acceptance. Conditional parental approval is when parents indicate to their children that
certain conditions must be met before approval is given. According to Hamachek, the
development of (neurotic) perfectionism is fostered by conditional, rather than
unconditional, parental approval. Parents who use conditional approval will only give
their children love and attention when the children achieve parentally set conditions or
standards. Parents who use unconditional approval give their children love and attention
irrespective of their children's behaviours or performances. Children who receive
conditional love come to value the performance more than the self. These children equate
their self-worth with the level of their performance that is reinforced by their parents'
performance-based displays of love and attention.

Conditional parental love, together with parental anxiety and disappointment for
mistakes or failures made by their children, is used by Burns (1980) to explain the
development of (neurotic) perfectionism in children. Children perceive parental anxiety
and disappointment as rejection, and consequently make a more concerted effort to
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produce a superior performance. Thus, these children c o m e to feel it is necessary to
achieve "perfect" performances and to avoid mistakes in order to be loved and accepted

by their parents. Once this thinking pattern is established in children, the positive self
evaluation for a superior performance, and negative self-evaluation for not achieving a
superior performance, become self-perpetuating and can result in (neurotic)
perfectionism. Burns suggests that once these cognitive distortions and selective

perceptions have been established, they are maintained and reinforced by the variable rati

schedule of pay off for perfectionistic diligence. The variable ratio schedule for pay off
suggestive of a Pavlovian or Skinnerian behaviourist explanation.

A radical behaviourist approach is employed by Slade and Owens (1998) in their

explanation of perfectionism. That is, it is not the behaviour per se which is of interest
them, rather, it is the consequences of the behaviour. The basis of their distinction

between two types of perfectionism (viz., positive and negative) is located in traditional
learning theory of Skinner (refer Skinner, 1968). That is, positive perfectionism is
resultant from a history of positive reinforcement. As such, these precisians desire
success, and operate from the position of expecting positive reinforcement upon

achieving a high level goal. Negative perfectionism is resultant from a history of negativ

reinforcement. These precisians actively try to avoid mediocrity and failure, and are thus
operating from a fear of failure or negative reinforcement perspective.

There are five explanations given by Slade and Owens (1998) for the development
of perfectionism; some refer to positive perfectionism, some refer to negative
perfectionism, and some refer to both. The first two explanations have their basis in the
theorising of Hamachek (1978), while the next three suggestions are their own. The five
proposed mechanisms are:
i) role models - positive perfectionism most likely results from having a positive
precisian as a role model, or as a reaction against having a disorganised model;
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ii)

reinforcements - negative perfectionism is fostered in environments where there is

an absence of reinforcements, or reinforcements being performance based;
iii) social contingencies - as people develop new skills they tend to receive increasing
levels of reinforcement in response to their improving skill level. They postulated
that this progression would be conducive to positive perfectionism. However, over
time the pleasurable activity may also attract expectations and obligations of higher.
or increasingly higher, performance levels. Thus what appeared to be a situation
conducive to positive perfectionism may evolve into being conducive to negative
perfectionism;
iv) avoidance behaviour - a child being raised in a situation of inconsistent punishments
may develop the belief that punishment can be avoided via a perfect performance.
and so negative perfectionism develops;
v) rule governed behaviour - a child may either correctly or incorrectly interpret
parental messages or parental rules. If the child perceives the parental rules are
concerned about reinforcements being given for perfectionistic behaviours, then the
child may either out of fear (negative perfectionism), or, out of trying to please
his/her parents (positive perfectionism) try to conform to the parental rules.
Slade and Owens state that their third and fifth explanations may be more applicable to a
sporting environment than a family environment.

The final explanation of the development of perfectionism to be discussed is that of
Barrow and Moore (1983). They hypothesised the four conditions conducive to the
development of perfectionism as being:
i) parents who are overly critical and demanding (neurotic perfectionism);
ii) criticism that is not directly forthcoming about performance, but is implied in the
parents' expectations about standards and performance (neurotic perfectionism);
iii) standards that are either absent, inconsistent, or conditional (neurotic
perfectionism);
iv) having perfectionistic parents as role models (normal or neurotic perfectionism).
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The first three conditions are a summary of the theories by Burns (1980), Hamachek
(1978), Hollender (1965), and Missildine (1963). The fourth condition suggests a social
learning paradigm a la Bandura (1977, 1986) and Mischel (1968, 1973, 1984), or
Freud's (1921/1955, 1923/1961a) identification via the resolution of the Oedipus
complex. The modelling, role modelling (Barrow & Moore), and later the same-gender
role modelling (Frost, Lahart, & Rosenblate, 1991; see section 4.4) explanations for the
development of precisian beliefs frequently appear in the literature. This aspect of the
social learning perspective has similarities to, and can be readily tied into, a
psychoanalytic framework (see section 1.4).

Children look to their parents for indications as to "correct" or "appropriate" modes

of behaviour. If the parents are perfectionists, then the behaviour patterns exhibited a
imitated by their children include; how perfect they must be (normal and neurotic
perfectionism), how they should react to performance evaluation (normal and neurotic
perfectionism), how mistakes cannot be tolerated (neurotic perfectionism), and how their
performance evaluation fits into their sense of self and self-esteem (neurotic
perfectionism). From the discussed explanations it appears that a means by which
perfectionism can be propagated is by having perfectionistic parents as role models.
Further, neurotic perfectionism appears to flourish in an environment containing any of
the following conditions; having excessive parental demands placed on children by
(neurotic) perfectionistic parents, being in a non-approval or inconsistent approval
situation, or being in a conditional approval situation.

1.6 Summary and conclusions
Perfectionism has been shown to be a "catch all" word, and attempts have been

made to make it more representative of specific sets of behaviours with the introduction
the terms normal and neurotic perfectionism. The introduction of these terms, however,
further highlights the emphasis on the perfectionism distinction, as displayed in the
discussion of the aetiology of neurotic perfectionism and in the explanations of the
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development of perfectionism. W h a t these two discussions have shown is the need for
the development of a more balanced perspective towards perfectionism.

The reported explanations of the development of perfectionism are very similar.
This may reflect consensus amongst the researchers, or, more realistically may reflect a
lack of theorising into the development of perfectionism. In contrast, Slade and Owens'
(1998) work may foreshadow a revival of theorising into the causes of precisian beliefs.
The literature review illustrated the heavy emphasis upon the social learning and the
socialisation paradigms. The discussion then displayed how the psychoanalytic
perspective can also be used to explain the phenomenon under investigation. The current
body of work follows the social learning track. This choice was based upon the relative
ease of collecting information and the ability to recruit large participant numbers when
compared to using the psychoanalytic approach. A psychoanalytic perspective will be
referred to for an alternative (counter-balancing) explanations of the findings.

Chapter

2

Socialisation, parent-child interactions, and perfectionism

In looking at parent-child relationships as they relate to perfectionism only the

socialisation perspective is undertaken. This is not to insinuate that nurture is necessari
more important than nature in the elicitation of the precisian personality. There are two
reasons for taking the nurture perspective. First, it is a reflection of the research
literature, given that all the explanations of the development of perfectionism follow a
socialisation paradigm (see section 1.5). Second, it is not the purpose of this study to
develop and test the merits of a genetic component to the development of perfectionism.

Socialisation is the overall process by which people leam about the culture of their
society (Bilton et al., 1996). The socialisation process does more than teach individuals
about their societal culture; it also teaches them about their own family's culture. Each
family has its own unique set of rules for relating to each other and society as a whole.
Further, a child's exposure to the values and concerns of the broader culture are filtered
through their parents' perceptions of those values and concerns. Primary socialisation
occurs when a child is learning about its family's values and concerns, and the family's
rules for relating to each other and the wider community (White & Woollett, 1992);
primary socialisation continues until the person reaches adulthood. For most of the

primary socialisation period the child's parents are the foundational socialisation agents.
From the mid to late primary socialisation period other socialisation agents (viz., one's

peers, the education system, the media, and so forth) begin to exert their influence (Elkin
& Handel, 1989; Heaven, 1994). The family is the most important socialising agency,
and although it is not as all-encompassing in our society as it once was, it remains
crucially important for the socialisation of children (Rowe, 1994).
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Within the family unit there are a number of forces operating such as; parental
influences, number of siblings, gender of the siblings, birth order effects, and so forth
(Biller, 1993; Burman, 1994; Cooper, Shaver, & Collins, 1998). The predominant
influence is considered to be that of parents (Bahr, 1991; Heaven, 1994; Jaccard &

Dittus, 1991). In the following sections the socialisation influence is presented from two
perspectives, parenting styles and attachment styles. These two styles are discussed to
help contextualise and explain the development and propagation of precisian beliefs.

2.1 Parenting styles and perfectionism
Parenting style focuses on parental behaviours associated with child rearing and how
these actions mediate their children's behaviours (White & Woollett, 1992). In essence,
it postulates that because your parents repeatedly treated you in a certain manner then
are more likely to act in a certain way. Based on their thorough literature review of
socialisation practices employed by parents, Rollins and Thomas (1979) distilled two
critical themes from the reported parental behaviours. The two themes are parental
control techniques and parental support. This bidimensionality is supported by both

further extensive literature reviews, and research investigating parenting styles in a va
of settings including the development of adolescent achievement, aggression, and
substance abuse (Barber & Rollins, 1990; Barnes & Farrell, 1992; Peterson & Rollins,

1987). Rollins and Thomas state that their distillation of two critical themes is not a ne
finding, rather, that it supports the work of Symonds (1939, cited in Rollins and
Thomas) and of Schaefer (1959). Parental control (viz., demanding and controlling
versus undemanding and low in control attempts) and parental support (viz., accepting,
responsive child-centered versus rejecting, unresponsive, parent-centered) are used by
Maccoby and Martin (1983) as the differentiators in their classification of parenting

styles. A reflection of the weight of evidence supporting the two critical themes approac
to parenting style was Baumrind's (1991) modification of her three dimensions of
parenting style to a four dimensional approach. These four dimensions have been placed
within Maccoby and Martin's (1983) model (see Table 2.1).

Table 2.1 Maccoby and Martin's (1983) and Baumrind's (1991) classification of
parenting styles
Accepting, responsive. Rejecting, unresponsive.
child-centered

parent-centered

Demanding and authoritative-reciprocal, high in authoritarian, power assertive
controlling

bidirectional communication

(aulhoriUirian)

(aullwrilalive)

Undemanding and indulgent indifferent, uninvolved, neglecting
low in control attempts

(permissive)

(rejecling-negleclhig)

Note. Baumrind's classifications are bracketed and italicised.

The distinctions of both Maccoby and Martin (1983) and Baumrind (1991) can be
linked to the development of perfectionism. Authoritative-reciprocal (Maccoby & Martin)
/authoritative (Baumrind) parenting style is displayed when parents believe they have
more knowledge and skills than their offspring, and thus ask for and expect compliance.
The parents support open communication, and at the same time enforce clear and direct
rules. This moderate approach fosters the development of; self-esteem, competence,
independence, motivation to do well, internalised control, and the ability to develop
friendly and cooperative relationships with peers and adults. A n environment such as this
is conducive to the development of normal perfectionism. Normal precisians displaying
this parenting style are modelling or role modelling normal perfectionism behaviours for
their offspring (Barrow & Moore, 1983; Slade & O w e n s , 1998).

The authoritarian-power assertive (Maccoby & Martin, 1983)/authoritarian
(Baumrind, 1991) parenting style has parents placing unreasonable demands upon their
children, with little to no regard for the childrens' needs or demands. These parents also
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place strict limits on h o w and when their children can voice their needs and demands.
Children experiencing this parenting style tend to lack social competence which is
displayed in withdrawal behaviour and a lack of spontaneity, together with having an
external moral value belief system. This external moral value belief system is displayed
by children making moral or value decisions based upon who is present at the time of the

occurrence, and who is likely to find out about it. An internal moral value belief system
is displayed by children making moral or value decisions based upon their internalised
morals and values rather than who witnessed the occurrence or who may find out about
it. Authoritative-power assertive parents are associated with having children who have
low self-esteem and an external locus of control. Environments such as this are fertile
breeding grounds for neurotic perfectionism. Neurotic precisians believe they must

achieve the demands and goals placed upon them to prove their worth, and that their selfworth is decree by the significant other who assesses the level of their performance
(Burns, 1980; Hamachek, 1978; Missildine, 1963; Slade & Owens, 1998).

An indulgent (Maccoby & Martin, 1983)/permissive (Baumrind, 1991) parenting

style in one where parents are too tolerant in their approach to parenting, and controll
or curbing their children's impulses. They use little to no punishment and purposefully
avoid imposing any control or authority, as well as making few demands for mature

behaviour (e.g., social graces, completing tasks). Any social or intellectual performance

receives little to no feedback from the parents. Typically, children raised with this ty
parenting tend to be impulsive, with little self-reliance and self-control. Barrow and
Moore (1983) and Slade and Owens (1998) believe that in situations where standards are

either non-existent, inconsistent, or conditional, neurotic perfectionism can develop. I

these situations children fail to develop a sense of what a "good" performance is. By not
being given parentally set standards to compare good as against poor performances,
children may self-set a "perfect" standard. In this way children believe they can avoid
disapproval and gain the parental acceptance they so much desire (Hamachek, 1978).
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A n indifferent-uninvolved (Maccoby & Martin, 1983)/rejecting-neglecting
(Baumrind, 1991) parenting style is where parents display indifference towards fostering

the optimal development of their children. Usually indifferent or uninvolved parents have
heavy commitments to other activities and so have no spare time to spend with their

children. These parents tend to do whatever is necessary to minimise their time and effor
in interacting with their children. Children experiencing this parenting style have been
associated with hedonism, low frustration tolerance, and low emotional control. Also,
they probably would not have experienced family situations of joint problem solving, and
so they tend to become loners which is highly associated with developing delinquent
behaviours. This environment, according to Hollender (1965) and Slade and Owens

(1998), assists in the development of (neurotic) precisian beliefs. These children activel

seek out signs of parental approval, and if they perceive the parental signals as negativ
they intensify their efforts so as to avoid disapproval and to gain parental approval.

The explanations given linking parenting style with perfectionism are provided to
illustrate that associations can be drawn. Maccoby and Martin (1983) and Baumrind

(1967, 1973, 1991) believes that looking only at parental behaviours is insufficient, and
that investigators also need to take into account the child's behaviours. The following
section discusses how children attach themselves to their primary caregiver.

2.2 Attachment styles and perfectionism
Attachment styles as proposed by Bowlby (1973, 1980) focus on the emotional
aspects of the attachment bond between mother and child. Bowlby (1969) argues that it
is from the affectional bonding between mother and infant, that the child develops a
concept, or working model, of the self and others. These mental representations of the

self and others are utilised as templates for other close relationships. Implicit in thes
working models are expectations, beliefs, emotional appraisals, as well as rules for
processing or excluding information; they can be completely consistent, partially
consistent, or inconsistent. Working models focus on the regulation and fulfilment of

attachment needs, and therefore are most likely activated automatically when attachmentrelevant events (e.g., stressful situations) occur (Collins & Read, 1994; Feeney & Noller.
1996). Bowlby (1969) believes that m a n y psychopathologies result from, to a greater or
lesser degree, inadequate or inaccurate models, because they m a y be out-of-date, partiall v
revised, or contain inconsistencies or ambiguities. A complete explanation of the
working models concept in attachment theory is given by Bretherton (1987), and by
Shaver, Collins, and Clark (1996).

As Ainsworth's (1973) three dimensional model is the foundational attachment style
model, and is still frequently used (Bretherton, Golby, & Cho, 1997), it is the model
discussed here. T h e system developed by Ainsworth and colleagues (Ainsworth, 1973;
Ainsworth, Bell, & Stayton, 1974; Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978) classified
the differences in attachment styles within mother-child dyads. T h e classifications they
derived were securely attached and insecurely attached, with insecurely attached
subdivided into anxious-ambivalent and avoidant. The relationship between infant
behaviour to the sensitivity and responsiveness of the mother is displayed in Table 2.2.
The behaviours displayed by mothers show similarities to those classifications of
parenting styles proposed by both Maccoby and Martin (1983) and Baumrind (1991) (see
Table 2.1). Specifically, the similarities appear to be between the maternal behaviours
associated with the secure attachment style with authoritative-reciprocal/authoritative;
avoidant with authoritarian/ authoritarian; and anxious-ambivalent with indifferentuninvolved/rejecting-neglecting.

Securely attached toddlers responded to their mother's absence by becoming
somewhat subdued or distressed, and upon their mothers' return express w a r m relieved
greetings and were quickly soothed (Ainsworth, 1973; Ainsworth et al., 1978).
Researchers (Collins, 1996; Cooper et al., 1998; Feeney, 1995; Simpson, Rholes, &
Nelligan, 1992) investigating attachment styles in adults have found that securely attached
people in general believe they are loved and valued, have high levels of self-confidence,
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feel competent in social situations, hold positive beliefs about the social world, view
others as dependable and trustworthy, and believe that they can rely upon others when
needed. In anxiety producing situations they are able to acknowledge their distress, and
to turn to significant others for comfort and support. Personality attributes associated
with this attachment style are akin to Hamachek's (1978) and Slade and Owens' (1998)
behaviour characteristics of normal perfectionists. The person has a working model/selfrepresentation of being inherently worthwhile, of self-setting goals, and that one's
performance is not a measure of self-worth. These people are also able to readily change
any outdated and/or inappropriate working models of the self (precisian beliefs) because
they feel psychologically and physically safe and secure, and they are freely able to
communicate their wants and needs to significant others.

Table 2.2 Relationship between infant's and mother's behavioural patterns
Attachment style Infant's behaviour Mother's behaviour
secure

positive response to caregiver, active

available, responsive, vv arm

exploration, upset by separation

avoidant avoidance of caregiver, detached rejecting, rigid, hostile,
behaviours

adverse lo contact

anxious-ambivalent anger-ambivalence to caregiver, protest insensitive, intrusive,
behav iours, distress al separation

inconsistent

Anxious-ambivalent children protest and cry while their mother is out of the room;
they acknowledge her return and want to be held, however, they appear to still be angry
and distraught even though their mother is trying to soothe them (Ainsworth, 1973;
Ainsworth et al., 1978). Anxious-ambivalent typed adults (Collins, 1996; Cooper et al.,
1998; Feeney, 1995; Simpson et al., 1992) fear being rejected and abandoned, have low
self-worth and low self-confidence, believe people have little control over their lives, that
other people are complex and difficult to understand, and are unsure as to whether others
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can be relied upon w h e n needed. D u e to being raised in an insensitive and inconsistent
environment they are hypervigilant to negative affect and frequently display anger and
anxiety towards attachment figures. Similarly, neurotic perfectionists constantly scan
their environment for any real or imagined disparagement of their performance, for their
self-esteem is intimately entwined with how significant others rate their performance
(Burns, 1980; Hamachek, 1978; Missildine, 1963; Slade & Owens, 1998). People
classified as anxious-ambivalent are by definition limited in their ability to change

outdated or inappropriate working models of the self (neurotic precisian beliefs). This i
due to their feelings of physical and psychological insecurity, being untrusting of

significant others, and not having open communication channels with significant others to
discuss their needs and wants.

Avoidant children were unperturbed at their mother's departure, and when she

returned appeared cool and disinterested; these children did not seek physical contact wi
their mothers, it was as though they were prematurely self-reliant (Ainsworth, 1973;
Ainsworth et al., 1978). Avoidant adults have been found (Collins, 1996; Cooper et al.,
1998; Feeney, 1995; Simpson et al., 1992) to have high levels of self-esteem. However,

they were not confident in social situations and viewed other people as untrustworthy and

not dependable. They cared little for interpersonal relationships, and were unconcerned i

others accepted or rejected them. Their avoidant behaviour is a reflection of being raise
in an environment where rules restricted the acknowledgment of distress and seeking of
emotional support. This attachment style, like the avoidant attachment style, focuses on
parental inconsistencies which foster the development of neurotic perfectionism (see
Barrow & Moore, 1983; Hollender, 1965; Slade & Owens, 1998).

The discussion of attachment styles has presented the perspective of how a child's
behaviour effects its own socialisation and how that relates to the development of
perfectionism. This is in contrast to the previous section (viz., section 2.1) which
focussed on how parental behaviours affect the socialisation of their children and the
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development of precisian beliefs. Parenting styles and attachment styles are unidirectional
(parent to child and child to parent respectively) explanations of socialisation. More

recent conceptualisations focus on "interaction", "transaction", "circular causality", a
so forth, proposing a bidirectional process of socialisation (Kuczynski. Marshall. &
Schell, 1997). From the bidirectional perspective, the actions of both adults and

offspring are considered; how the actions of one party affect the actions of the other an
so affect the elicitation and resonation of behaviours between them. Researchers from
both parenting styles (Baumrind, 1991; Maccoby & Martin, 1983) and attachment styles
(Bowlby, 1969, 1973; Feeney & Noller, 1996) perspectives have commented on the
critical importance of parent-child communication, and this will now be discussed.

2.3 Parent-child communication and perfectionism
From the parenting style orientation, Maccoby and Martin (1983) and Baumrind
(1991) believed that the content of parent-child communication is the most powerful

influencing force available to parents to shape their children's behaviours. In contrast
from the attachment styles orientation, Bowlby's (1969, 1973) proposed that internal
working models of the self are formed as a result of the communication patterns between
the individual and the attachment figure. The explanations given by researchers (viz.,
Barrow & Moore, 1983; Burns, 1980; Hamachek, 1978; Hollender, 1965; Missildine,
1963; Slade & Owens, 1998) into the development of perfectionism either directly or
indirectly stress the salience of parent-child communication.

One of the review findings of Maccoby and Martin (1983) was that parents who use

suggestive rather than directive (authoritarian) communication strategies tend to develo
in their children the ability to self-regulate their own behaviour. Children who selfregulate develop their own self-accepted prosocial behaviours. Associated with these
self-accepted prosocial behaviours are the children's ability to; effectively control
impulses, have good decision making practices, have developed moral values and
reasoning skills, and an internal locus of control. The prosocial behaviour development
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of children derives from an inner intention within each child, rather than from either a
parental or societal threat of punishment or promise of reward. In essence, what
Maccoby and Martin are suggesting is that the style, type, or content of parental-child
interaction and communication has a direct bearing on the development of the children's
reasons for, and extent of, self-regulatory rules. Suggestive parental communicative
strategies foster appropriate self-regulatory rules within their offspring, and as such
would be conducive to normal precisian beliefs.

The manipulation of parental love is the most powerful tool available to parents for
influencing their children's behaviours (Maccoby & Martin, 1983; White & Woollett,
1992; Woolger & Power, 1993). Maccoby and Martin report the results of a study which
sorted parents by disciplinary technique (withdrawal of love, physical coercion, verbal
prohibitions, explanation, and teaching) and their child's response (compliance, non-

compliance, and avoidance of the activity). Regardless of whether the disciplinary action

was considered separately, or in combinations, the most powerful technique for obtaining
compliance was withdrawal of love, however, compliance appears to be obtained by the
intense anxiety generated by this technique. The other techniques did not differ
significantly from each other. The use of conditional love and inconsistent displays of

love are frequently referred to as being a precursor to neurotic perfectionism (Barrow &
Moore, 1983; Burns, 1980; Missildine, 1963; Slade & Owens, 1998).

Within attachment theory the efficacy of the manipulation of parental love is
accommodated via the explanation of the development of working models (Bowlby,
1969, 1973). Secure relationships are developed by both infant and attachment figure
being able to engage in emotionally open, fluent, and coherent communication within and

about the relationship (Bretherton, 1987). It is via the open conversations, claim Kobak
and Duemmler(1994), that parents and infants negotiate relationships and goals.
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Securely attached infants, according to Kobak and D u e m m l e r (1994), live in
families which have open and responsive communication channels. The open and
responsive communication channels allow for the development of more appropriate
working models via the updating and refining of older working models. Having secure
working models facilitates the development of conversational skills, due to the infants'
feelings of self-confidence and of being in a supportive and friendly environment. In
developing conversational skills these infant also learn that self-expression can be a
constructive way of dealing with emotions together with assisting in having needs and
wants met. The children learn how to respond to a caregiver's signals without fear of a
negative response, to accommodate the wishes and needs of others, and to negotiate
goals, issues, and problems. The explained process would be considered typical of the

experiences of a securely attached infants, and the acquired perspectives of these infant
would be considered typical of normal perfectionists.

The manipulation of parental love (conditional love) is associated with avoidant and
anxious-ambivalent attached individuals. These individuals develop working models that
may be distorted, incorrect, or inconsistent, due to not having emotionally open and
responsive communication channels. Avoidant individuals limit their intimacy to avoid
rejection, and have a high emphasis on achievement (Feeney & Noller, 1998). This

behaviour is similar to neurotic perfectionists who have low self-worth, and so self-rat
the value by their performances (a drive to succeed coupled with a fear of failure).
Anxious-ambivalent individuals fear rejection and spend most of their time preoccupied
with satisfying other people's desires in the hope that they will be accepted (Feeney &
Noller). Neurotic perfectionists feel compelled to achieve the demands placed upon them
by others, and in this way perceive they will achieve the acceptance (love) they
desperately desire.

The content of parent-child communications, especially displays of love and
affection, has been recognised as being a crucial mediator in the development of infant
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behaviours (Baumrind, 1991; Bowlby, 1969, 1973; Maccoby & Martin, 1983; White &
Woollett, 1992; Woolger & Power, 1993). Unconditional love is associated with a more
balanced psychological profile and normal perfectionism, while conditional love is
associated with psychopathology and neurotic perfectionism.

2.4 Summary
In summary, this chapter has highlighted childhood socialisation from the parent to

child (parenting styles) and child to parent (attachment styles) perspectives. Research
in the fields of socialisation studies (Baumrind, 1991; Bowlby, 1969, 1973; Maccoby &
Martin, 1983; White & Woollett, 1992; Woolger & Power, 1993) and of perfectionism
(Barrow & Moore, 1983; Burns, 1980; Hamachek, 1978; Hollender, 1965; Missildine,
1963; Slade & Owens, 1998) agree on the importance of parent-child communication,
especially displays of love and affection. Conditional love is one of the most powerful
tools available to parents by which they are able to socialise their children (however
two edged sword). The content of the parent-child communication, according to the

parenting styles orientation, fosters self-regulatory attitudes in children and this se

regulatory behaviour may be appropriate and/or functional (as per normal perfectionism),

or inappropriate and/or dysfunctional (as per neurotic perfectionism). Attachment styles
incorporates the parent-child communication in the development of working models.
Emotionally open and fluent communication channels are associated with constructive,
realistic, and appropriate working models, and this would be expected to be found with
normal perfectionists. Emotionally manipulated communication channels are associated
with inappropriate, distorted working models, and this would be expected to be found

with neurotic perfectionists. Table 2.3 is a summary of the points covered in this chap

The next chapter uses a self-regulation framework to explain the relationships
between perfectionism with other two personality factors (viz., locus of control and

coping style). That is, are they linked to perfectionism via their reinforcement of, and
being supportive to, precisian tendencies.
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Chapter

3

Self-regulation, locus of control, and coping style

Much research has been reported on the relationship between perfectionism and
psychological disturbance (Norman et al., 1998; Rice et al., 1998). While there is ample
evidence of the postulated destructiveness of neurotic perfectionism, the research does
little to unravel the mechanisms by which one type of perfectionism (viz., normal) is
beneficial while the other (viz., neurotic) is deleterious. Rather than focussing on the
negative mental health affiliates of perfectionism the present research pursues two
personality characteristics, locus of control and coping style, which may support or

exacerbate precisian beliefs. These two personality factors, it is suggested, differentiat
the types of perfectionism. Preceding the discussion of these two characteristics, the

theoretical framework of self-regulation is presented. It is by using the self-regulation
framework that the relationships between perfectionism with locus of control and coping
style are explored.

3.1 Self-regulation
The self-regulation framework was chosen for four reasons. The first is that within

the perfectionism literature there is a constant reference to perfectionists having to ga
the level of their performance, and then to assess their performance against some set
standard. Some researchers hint at the self-regulation paradigm (Hollender, 1965;
Missildine, 1963), others use terms synonymous with self-regulation such as selfmanagement strategies (Beck, 1976; Burns, 1980) and self-monitoring (Frost et al.,
1997; Mahoney & Arnkoff, 1979). The second reason is that Baumrind (1973, 1991)
together with Maccoby and Martin (1983) refer to the content of parent-child

communications in the effective socialisation of children. They believe it is the content

these parent-child communications that fosters the self-regulatory behaviour in children.
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Bowlby (1973) perceives that the goal of the attachment system is to regulate all
behaviour, and all behaviour is managed by the person's working models. A working
model which is accurate and appropriate leads to effective self-regulation while an
inaccurate (e.g., out-of-date, partially revised, inconsistent, or ambiguous) and

inappropriate one results in ineffective self-regulation. And finally, the self-regulation
paradigm has been used by researchers (Alden, Bieling, & Wallace, 1994; Mor, Day,
Flett, & Hewitt, 1995; Martin, Flett, Hewitt, Krames, & Szanto, 1996) as a framework
from which perfectionism was assessed. There are some similarities between the study
of Mor et al. and the current body of research. They looked at perfectionism, control
beliefs, and performance anxiety, while this body of research links perfectionism with

locus of control. Due to these forementioned reasons the utilisation of the self-regulatio
framework was deemed appropriate.

While the direct association between neurotic perfectionism and anxiety is well
established, research into indirect relationships due to personality factors is not (Mor
al., 1995). Both self-regulation (Baumeister, 1990; Cervone & Wood, 1995; Mischel,
1968, 1984; Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1987) and self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986, 1989)
theorists argue that it is the presence, or absence, of moderating factors that determine
the affective stress response from the self-imposed high standards leads to enhancing or
inhibiting stress. Stress may exhibit itself in any number of facets, which may be
behavioural (e.g., handwashing or tics), physical (e.g., rashes or sweats), or

psychological (e.g., anxiety or depression) in nature. Self-regul ation theory suggests it
the individual's inability, or unwillingness, to exit the self-regulatory cycle after the
of a significant source of self-worth/self-regard, that can cause anxiety and depression.
Self-regulation theory posits that such people continue with, and intensify, their self-

berating (which leads to and drives their anxiety and depression) by their maladaptive us
of self-focussed attention. Refer to Carver and Scheier (1986) for a full discussion of
their cybernetic control model of self-regulation.
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The basic premise of self-regulation theory is that, individuals establish or set goals
or standards for their behaviour, monitor their performance, gauge whether the

performance is above or below the set performance criterion, and then adjust their actions
accordingly. Applying this to the current problem, perfectionists are people who have
performance standards or criteria which they have a desire (normal perfectionists) or a
need (neurotic perfectionists) to achieve. They then monitor their performance to assess
if they have reached their set criteria. From reading the premises behind perfectionism
and self-regulation, the interconnectedness between the two constructs in terms of an
explanatory mechanism by which perfectionists operate, is apparent.

Self-regulation is also displayed in the two proposed personality factors that it is
argued undergird perfectionism, namely locus of control and coping style. Locus of

control establishes people's beliefs as to the source of the control for their actions (viz

either from an internal or external source). It is people's perceptions of what they can, o
cannot, control. The second factor is coping style, and the measure used sorts people
into one of two categories; monitors or blunters. Monitors seek out information or

situational cues within their environment; blunters selectively ignore or refute informati

or situational cues within their environment. It is through this monitoring and/or bluntin
that people are able to self-regulate their anxiety level.

3.2 Locus of control
Rotter (1966, 1975) proposed locus of control as a personality trait, and defined it
as people's perception as to the source of control for their actions and behaviours. He
conceptualised locus of control as a continuum ranging from internal to external. An

internal locus of control designates that individuals believe that what happens to the sel
caused by their actions or behaviours, as can be seen in people who believe that hard
work will result in greater achievement. On the other hand, an external locus of control
entails the belief that events are caused by either the actions of powerful others, or the
result of luck or fate.
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The internal-external continuum of Rotter's (1966) locus of control has been
questioned by researchers (e.g., Gurin, Gurin, Lao, & Beattie, 1969; Lao, 1970; Mirels,
1970) who argue for locus of control to be viewed as a multidimensional, rather than a
unidimensional construct. Levenson (1973, 1981) contends that Rotter's scale does not
meaningfully differentiate between individuals who believe in fate and chance, as
opposed to powerful others. To accommodate the splitting of the external dimension she
formulated the Multidimensional Locus of Control (MLoc) scale. The MLoc scale has
three dimensions; Internal (I), Powerful Others (PO), and Chance (C).

There is no distinction between Rotter's (1966) and Levenson's (1973) scales on

the internal dimension. For both, the internal dimension represents the belief that what
happens is due to one's efforts. Rotter aggregated the other two factors together as
external. Levenson's rationale for discriminating within the external dimension is that
people who believe the world operates on a random or chance basis, would behave and
think differently from people who believe the world is ordered and controlled by
powerful others. Holding a chance orientation is illustrated by people who believe that
there is no possibility for control, because what happens does so on a random or chance

basis. People with a powerful other orientation accept the possibility that the potentia
control exists if they are able to influence the powerful other(s) who control them.

The utility of Levenson's (1973) contentions have been supported by various
researchers (Butler & Burr, 1980; Daiss, Le Unes, & Nation, 1986; McCready & Long,
1985; Wallston, Wallston, & DeVellis, 1978) in differing settings. Only Butler and
Burr's research will be discussed due to its large sample size (i.e., 914 participants)
being representative of the findings of the other studies. They assessed health and job
satisfaction in the U.S. Navy using Levenson's MLoc scale. It is the nature of the

military service with its rank, structure, and strict chain of command policies, that al

enlisted personnel to perceive life as being controlled by powerful others (i.e., higher
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ranking personnel). Therefore, it would be expected that externally-oriented services
personnel would have a propensity to perceive control by those of a higher rank as a

realistic appraisal of their situation. For those with PO as against C orientations, ther
was a significant difference between the two dimensions for all of the six contingencies
measured. The PO oriented navy personnel had less satisfaction with the Navy, lower
job and role satisfaction, less satisfaction with the navy lifestyle, less leadership
satisfaction, greater family strain, and overall incompatibility with the navy. The C
oriented personnel responses were in the same direction for all six dimensions as the PO

oriented personnel, but the level of affect was not as great. Given the marked differences
found regarding the external dimensions, there appears to be high discriminant validity
for the two external dimensions. That is, the PO and C external dimensions do
discriminate between realistic situational appraisals of control, which supports
Levenson's tripartite approach.

Further, the tridimensional MLoc scale of Levenson (1973) enables researchers to

differentiate between two forms of externality that have been thought to relate differen
to mental health variables. Holder and Levi (1988) investigated the relationship between
MLoc and mental health, and in particular anxiety and depression. They found an inverse
relationship with both anxiety and depression and I, and a direct relationship with both
anxiety and depression and each of PO and C. These results indicate that high anxiety
and depression scale scores were associated with chance and powerful others

orientations, but not with internal orientation. And that low anxiety and depression scal
scores were associated with the internal orientation, but not with the chance and the
powerful others orientations. In essence, individuals classified as internal had lower
levels of psychological distress than those individuals classified as having either the
chance or the powerful other orientations. The findings of Holder and Levi are in accord
with other research that has associated externality with higher levels of anxiety and
depression (Dyal, 1984; Joe, 1971; Strickland, 1977, 1989). In summary, Levenson's
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M L o c scale does have discriminant validity amongst the three dimensions as shown by
Butler and Burr (1980), and is able to predict poor mental health (Holder & Levi).

3.3 Coping style
Coping, as defined by Lazarus and Folkman (1984), is the individual's constantly
changing cognitive and behavioural efforts to manage specific external or internal
demands which is appraised as exceeding or taxing his/her resources. Coping is a

conscious process and, therefore, consists of using various strategies. People's reaction
in dealing with psychological stress are termed coping responses. A coping response
may or may not be successful, and the time scale of the coping response may be of a
short or long duration.

For Carver and Scheier (1994), and Terry (1994), coping style or disposition refers

to an individual's propensity to use particular coping strategies in stressful situations
These preferred coping strategies are viewed as relatively stable overtime and
circumstances. The coping style used in the present study, is Miller's (1980) Monitoring
- Blunting hypothesis which is measured by the Miller Behavioral Style Scale (MBSS).
There are two reasons for the selection of this coping style scale. The first is that it
measure of a behavioural propensity in response to a stressor. Second, and more
importantly, it is also a measure of both the individual's need for information (viz.,

monitoring) and use of information (viz., blunting). It is argued that this need for, and
use of, information is critical to precisians in gauging if their performance reaches an

acceptable standard. Therefore, the present research is designed to establish if there is
link between perfectionism and coping style, using the MBSS.

Miller's (1980, 1987) monitoring and blunting hypothesis describes the conditions
under which information or situational cues can be either stress-enhancing, or stressreducing, for an individual. Monitoring is defined as "the extent to which an individual

alert for and sensitized to threat relevant information" (Miller, 1990, p. 99), or, in ot
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words, the person actively seeks out information from within their environment.
Blunting, according to Miller (1990), "is the extent to which the individual cognitively
avoids or transforms threat relevant information" (p. 99), that is, the ignoring, refuting
or purposeful misinterpretation of information within the environment which is perceived
as threatening. As the definitions suggest, monitors attend to and gather informational

cues within their environment, while blunters disregard or refute informational cues, in an
attempt to reduce or moderate the psychological impact of objective sources of danger.

Miller (1990) explained the effects of using monitoring or blunting in controllable
or uncontrollable situations in the following manner. In general, in an aversive situation
people's anxiety levels are high if they are tuned into, and monitoring, the negative
aspects of the situation. Their anxiety levels will most likely be reduced if they
cognitively avoid, or psychologically blunt, the objective sources of danger. In an

aversive controllable situation, high monitoring and low blunting are considered by Miller
to be the main coping modalities. Although these modalities would heighten anxiety, they
also enable people to use controlling actions. In an aversive uncontrollable situation a
high monitoring low blunting perspective would have little instrumental value, whereas a
low monitoring high blunting perspective would be more appropriate. By using low
monitoring high blunting, people effectively reduce stress by engaging in distracting
psychological techniques to reduce the adversiveness of the situation. Miller (1989,
1992) believes that if information is anxiety-inducing, then by negating information or
situational cues (blunting), people control the psychological presence (viz., subjective
reality) of an unavoidable objective danger or stressor.

There are two limiting conditions in blunting: differences between situations, and
individual differences. Situational conditions are those when the objective danger cannot
be blunted due to its intensity. Miller (1989) asserted that the intensity of a condition
be due to one of four possibilities:
i) probability of occurrence;

u)

intensity (i.e., the outcome of the event is highly significant to you, or, the intensity

of the stressor is of a level which is difficult to psychologically distract oneself);
iii) duration (i.e., long duration relative to the individual's perspective);
iv) imminence (i.e., the length of time between the present and when the event is going
to occur).

Individuals differ in their ability to successfully monitor or blunt, their propensity to
so, and the appropriateness of the coping strategy. It is argued that people who either
choose not to, or are unable to, successfully blunt, for whatever reason, would prefer a
safety signal situation (Seligman, 1968, 1975).

The safety signal situation is one where a signal or stimuli reliably predicts danger,
and the absence of the signal reliably predicts safety (Seligman, 1968, 1975). As such
people who are unable to employ a blunting coping style would prefer information rich
environments (in regard to the obnoxious stimuli), as information provides cues as to

when they are safe from the stimuli which assists in reducing uncertainty. It also enables
individuals to correctly interpret bodily sensations, such as nervousness, sweating,
butterflies in the stomach, and cotton wool mouth (Leventhal, 1989).

Support for Miller's (1980) blunting hypothesis comes from the work of
Thompson, Sobolew-Shubin, Galbraith, Schwankovsky, and Cruzen (1993).
Thompson et al. investigated how people maintain perceptions of control in low control
circumstances. They found that people who did not perceive they were in a low control
situation (when in fact it was a low control situation) tended to engage in one of two
behaviours. The first behaviour was to refuse to accept the situation as a low control
circumstance; engaging in blunting behaviours. The other possible behaviour was to
selectively attend to a limited number of situational cues as proof of their perceived

control; a combination of monitoring and blunting (a hyper monitoring of a very restricte
number of situational cues).
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T h e ability of an individual to cope effectively with threat and frustration, according
to Miller (1989, 1990, 1992), appears to depend upon three attributes:
i) the person's ability to cognitively avoid or seek information;
ii) the ability to discriminate among relevant and irrelevant situational cues;
iii) to then use the appropriate cognitive strategy (monitoring or blunting) for that
particular situational contingency.
It may be that inflexibility in the use of cognitive strategies, the inability to discern
relevant from irrelevant situational cues, or the non-scanning for situational cues may be
indicators of, or precursors for, maladaptive coping (Mischel, 1984). Individuals who
are inflexible and adopt a high monitoring or low blunting style may be predisposed to
impulse control disorders in the context of deferred rewards, as well as to anxiety
disorders, even in the absence of dangerous or noxious stimuli. For Miller (1990), an

inflexible low monitoring or high blunting coping style is believed to result in a failure
maximise positive outcomes in the face of adversity, or to minimise negative outcomes in
the face of threat.

There are a number of likely relationships between perfectionism with monitoring
and blunting. It is expected that precisians would tend to seek out information within
their environment; in this way an assessment can be made of whether their performance is
acceptable. Once the point of diminishing returns has been reached, normal perfectionists
or high achievers (by definition) will accept whatever merit is available from the
performance and let it be. On the other hand, neurotic perfectionists persist at the task

ignoring contra-indicatory information. It is suggested that neurotic perfectionists use t
blunting coping strategy. They either disregard information or situational cues, or, they
may hyper monitor a few select informational sources. In this way they delude
themselves into believing that with just a bit more effort they can achieve perfection.

44

3.4 Summary
In summary, this chapter has displayed the utility of using the self-regulation
construct as a framework within which perfectionism can be assessed. Self-regulation
(Carver & Scheier, 1986; Mischel, 1968, 1984) and self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986, 1989)

theorists believe it is the effect of moderating factors that determine if people's stress
responses, originating from their precisian beliefs, are either enhancing or inhibiting
stress. Two proposed moderating factors were locus of control and coping style.

Locus of control can be tied to self-regulation theory in terms of the source of the
person's sense of worth. The person's unwillingness or inability to exit the self-

regulatory cycle, after the loss of a significant source of self-worth (failure to achieve
set standard or goal), results in anxiety and depression. People with an internal

orientation are able to control their anxiety and depression by modifying or changing thei

self-set standards or goals, as would be expected of a normal perfectionist. People with a
powerful other orientation are able to control their anxiety and depression by modifying
or changing the standards or goals they need to achieve by locating and influencing the
powerful other who sets these standards or goals. A normal perfectionist would be
expected to hold a powerful other belief, if the powerful other belief is an accurate

reflection of reality. Neurotic perfectionists, on the other hand, hold fallacious powerfu
others beliefs (not based upon reality). They believe they must aspire to achieve the
extremely high standards or goals which are placed upon them. People holding the
chance belief are unable to control their anxiety and depression, for changing their

standards or goals is outside their realm of influence, it is all to do with chance or luc
chance orientation would be associated with neurotic perfectionism, for these people
believe they have no control over the standards or goals placed upon them. Alternatively,

they believe that it is only through chance, luck, or fate that they will be able to achie
the standards or goals placed upon them.
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For coping style, both monitors and blunters self-regulate as a means of controlling

their debilitating, as against facilitating, anxiety response. To do this monitors seek ou
information from within their environment, while blunters ignore or refute information

from within their environment. It is proposed that normal perfectionists will actively see
out information from within their environment as a means of gauging performance, and

also as a means of gauging the feasibility of achieving their standards and goals relative
the situational constraints. Neurotic perfectionists would also monitor to acquire
performance indicators, however, as soon as the information becomes apparent which is
contra-indicatory to the standards or goals they would either hyper-monitor or blunt.
Hyper-monitoring is the reliance upon a select few sources of information to the

exclusion of all others, or, if all sources of information refute the achievability of a t
then the neurotic perfectionist will ignore or discount the information sources.

The next chapter describes a number of perfectionism measures with an indepth
comparison and contrast of two multidimensional perfectionism scales. Through this
discussion the most appropriate multidimensional instrument for the current research is
derived. Research linking perfectionism with familial socialisation, self regulation
theory, locus of control, and coping style is presented, and from these discussions the
hypotheses to be tested within this thesis are developed.
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Chapter 4
Measuring and evaluating perfectionism

Chapter 1 introduced the general concept of perfectionism, chapters 2 (parent-child
interaction) and 3 (self-regulation, locus of control, and copiDng style) developed

diverging fields of interest, which converge in chapter 4. Within this chapter a number o
perfectionism measures are discussed. Through this discussion the most appropriate
multidimensional instrument for the current research is derived. Research linking

perfectionism with parent-child interaction, self regulation theory, locus of control, an

coping style is then presented. From these discussions the hypotheses to be tested within
this thesis were developed.

4.1 Measures of perfectionism
Before 1990 the four most commonly used perfectionism scales were either sub-

scales, or an adaptation of a scale designed to measure a broader construct (dysfunctiona

attitudes) (Frost et al. 1990). The two perfectionism sub-scales taken from the Irrational
Beliefs Test (IBT) of Jones (1968, 1977) focus exclusively on the setting of high
personal standards. Burns' (1980) Perfectionism Scale (BPS) is weighted towards the
setting of high personal standards but also considers concern over mistakes. The
perfectionism sub-scale of Garner, Olmstead, and Polivy's (1983) Eating Disorders
Inventory (EDI) is weighted towards the setting of high personal standards but also

includes parental expectations. Three of these four perfectionism scales focus exclusivel
on self-directed cognitions (personal standards and concern over mistakes), while the
fourth (EDI) has a reference to parental expectations. As these scales have an
overwhelming focus on personal standards, Frost et al. classified them as being

unidimensional. It is ironic that two new perfectionism scales were developed at the same
time and independently of each other, yet both sets of authors named their scale the

Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (Frost et al.; Hewitt & Rett, 1991b). A s this thesis
focuses on the more recent multidimensional view of perfectionism, these
multidimensional scales will be discussed at length. A brief mention is made of the

multifaceted perfectionism scale of Terry-Short et el. (1995). This scale was specifica
developed to measure the positive and negative aspects of perfectionism (see section

4.2.2). However, as it is a combination of existing measures rather than a new one, it i
not included in the following section.

4.1.1 Multidimensional Perfectionism Scales (MPS)
Frost et al. (1990) focussed on what they believe to be the six most mentioned

characteristics of perfectionists in the research literature, and used these as the bas
the dimensions of their Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (referred to as FMPS).
Hewitt and Flett (1991b) named their scale the Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale

(referred to as HMPS), because it specifies where the perfectionistic beliefs people fol

originated (from the self or from other people) and to whom these perfectionistic belie

are applied (to the self or to other people). Even though both MPS's have tried to captu
conceptually different aspects of perfectionism, there is considerable overlap between
two measures (Frost et al., 1993).

4.1.1.1 MPS of Frost et al. (1990; FMPS)
The six dimensions of Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS are:
i) Concern over mistakes (CM) reflects negative reactions to mistakes, a tendency to
interpret mistakes as equivalent to failure, and a tendency to believe that one will
lose the respect of others following a mistake. A wide range of pathological
symptoms such as frequency of procrastination and general distress are associated
with CM;

ii) Personal Standards (PS) reflects the setting of very high personal standards and th
excessive importance placed upon these standards for self-evaluation. Positive

aspects of perfectionism are thought to be associated with PS, as it is associated
with positive achievement striving and positive work habits;

iii) Parental Criticism (PC) reflects the extent to which people perceive their parents
being overly critical of their actions and behaviours;

iv) Parental Expectations (PE) reflect the degree to which people believe their parents
have overly high expectations for them;
v) Doubts about actions (D) relates a person's sense of doubt about the quality of
one's performance and one's ability to accomplish tasks. Feelings of doubt do not
relate to a specific aspect or part of a performance, but rather a sense that a job or
performance has not generally been satisfactorily completed;
vi) Organisation (O) represents the importance placed by individuals upon orderliness
and organisation.

W h e n Frost et al. (1990) correlated the six subscales of their F M P S , using 178
female undergraduate students, there were mid to high significant positive correlations
between all the dimensions, except for O which had low to mid-range positive
correlations. The only negative correlation, which was in the very low range, was
between O and PC. As a result, Frost et al. decided that only five of the six subscales
(viz., CM, PS, PC, PE, and D) would be used to derive an overall perfectionism score
(P). The organisation (O) dimension was omitted. When P was correlated separately
with the six dimensions, a high positive significant correlation was obtained for all
dimensions. Thus, the FMPS was deemed to measure five primary dimensions of
perfectionism (viz., CM, PS, PC, PE, and D) as well as a secondary dimension (viz.,
0). These dimensional distinctions between the subscales were further emphasised when
the FMPS was compared to other perfectionism scales. Frost et al. correlated four
perfectionism measures (viz., BPS, EDI, IBT, and their FMPS) using 84 female
undergraduate students. High positive significant correlations were found to exist
between all the measures.
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4.1.1.2 MPS

of Hewitt and Flett (1991b;

HMPS)

Hewitt and Flett (1991 a, b) developed the H M P S with the belief that perfectionism
has both personal and interpersonal aspects. The three subscales of this inventory are:
i)

Self-Oriented Perfectionism (SOP) is the setting of exacting standards for oneself
together withrigidand strict self-evaluations. Hewitt and Flett assert that people
with S O P have a great need to meet their self-prescribed (perfectionistic) standards,
which leads to a fear of negative evaluation, and the placing of great importance on
obtaining approval and avoiding disapproval from others;

ii)

Other-Oriented Perfectionism ( O O P ) is defined as people placing their unrealistic
standards upon other people and expecting those standards to be met. Hewitt and
Flett suggest that S O P engenders self-criticism and self-punishment, while O O P
leads to projecting negative feelings towards others (i.e., a lacking of trust, and
hostility towards others);

iii) Socially Prescribed Perfectionism (SPP) is represented by individuals' perceptions
that significant others have standards and expectations which they feel the need to
attain. People with an S P P orientation believe significant others evaluate them
stringently, and exert pressure on them to be perfect. It is immaterial whether these
standards, expectations, stringent evaluations, and exerted pressures are real or
imaginary for the S P P person.
Table 4.1 displays a summary of Hewitt and Flett's scale.

Table 4.1 Perfectionism schema of Hewitt and Flett's (1991b) HMPS
Perfectionistic standards or goals
Subscale

Originating f r o m

Applied to

SOP

self

self

OOP

self

others

SPP

others

self
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4.1.1.3

Comparing the FMPS

to the HMPS

Frost et al. (1993) correlated the FMPS to the HMPS using 553 undergraduate

psychology students. Results indicated a considerable overlap between the two measures

of perfectionism. The P score from the FMPS had a high positive significant correlati
with SOP and SPP, and a low positive correlation with OOP. Thus the P score seemed

to reflect a more global characteristic of perfectionism which contains elements of a
of the HMPS dimensions.

Correlations between the subscales of the FMPS (viz., CM, PS, PC, PE, D, and
0) and HMPS (viz., SPP, SOP, and OOP) support the dimensions suggested by both
scales (Frost et al., 1993). The SOP dimension of the HMPS had a positive significant

relationship with PS. The result was expected by Frost et al. because people with self
imposed perfectionism would have higher levels of personal standards than people who
either accept perfectionistic standards imposed by others onto them, or who impose
perfectionistic standards on to others.

Each of the CM, PC, PE, and D subscales were found by Frost et al. (1993) to
have positive significant correlations with SPP. People high in SPP believe that

significant others are imposing perfectionistic standards upon them. As such the PC a

PE dimensions can represent the expectations and criticisms of significant others (e.g
parents). The strong relationship between CM and SPP can be explained by these
individuals wanting to reduce the amount or level of criticism and to achieve the
expectations of others; these individuals would become concerned over any errors or
mistakes they may make. As people with SPP are responding to beliefs about imposed

standards, they would then entertain doubts as to their level of proficiency or execut
a task. These doubts would be focussing on whether the task is completed to the

satisfaction of the believed standard or level of perfectionism of the significant oth
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The third H M P S subscale, O O P , had positive significant relationships with P. C M .
PS, and PE (Frost et al., 1993). People with other oriented perfectionism are overly
concerned about making mistakes, set high personal standards, believe their parents have

overly high expectations for them, and then apply their perfectionistic standards not ont
themselves but onto others. The obtained results indicate that OOP does measure a
dimension of perfectionism, but not a dimension that is adequately addressed by the
FMPS. Finally, the O dimension showed little to no relationship with SPP and OOP.
The low positive significant relationship between O and SOP may be more a reflection of

good work practices to increase the level of productivity or to increase quality. Overall
both the FMPS and the HMPS display an overlap in measuring perfectionism.

Critically evaluating Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS to Hewitt and Flett's (1991b)
HMPS highlights the overlap between the scales, and how they compliment each other.
The FMPS focuses on the six most cited dimensions of perfectionism, while the HMPS
focuses on where perfectionism originates from (viz., self or other) and to whom it is
applied (viz., self or other); the degree to which these scales compliment each other is

incidental. If the interest is in how perfectionism is manifest within the individual, th

Frost et al.'s measure is the scale of choice. Frost et al.'s scale, however, is biased i
dimensionality with four of the six subscales measuring negative aspects of
perfectionism. Alternatively, if the interest is in where the individual perceives their
perfectionism originates and to whom it will be applied, then Hewitt and Flett's measure
is the scale of choice. Knowing where perfectionists place causality for their
perfectionistic beliefs and to whom they apply them would be beneficial in assisting
people who are debilitated by precisian behaviours. Knowing the precision's subjective
beliefs is beneficial for therapeutic intervention. However, it is not an objective
assessment which is more important for the researcher investigating familial
perfectionistic tendencies.
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4.1.1.4 Selection of a perfectionism

scale

The decision as to which of the two perfectionism scales (viz., FMPS or HMPS) to
use in the present study was based upon the objectives of the study. Two of the

objectives were to illustrate how perfectionism manifests itself in relation to two oth

personality traits (viz., locus of control and coping style) and if there were familial

propensities for the development of perfectionism. Specifically, it was more relevant t
use the dimensions of perfectionism, rather than (a subjective belief of) where one's

perfectionism originates and to whom it is applied, in attaining the objectives. As suc
the FMPS was the preferred choice. The fact that it has already been compared and
contrasted to other perfectionism scales, including the HMPS, further enhanced its
appeal.

The selection of the FMPS came with some provisos. Even though Frost et al.'s
(1990) FMPS had been used in a number of studies (viz, Frost & Henderson, 1991;
Frost & Marten, 1990; Frost et al., 1995; Minarik & Ahrens, 1996), it had not been
tested on a broad based population or on an Australian sample. Therefore, there were
reservations as to how applicable the FMPS was in both a broader population and in an
Australian context. The FMPS was developed on participants from Smith College,

Massachusetts (U.S.A.). Smith College is an elite (upper class) female-only educational
establishment (Adkins & Parker, 1996; American Council on Education, 1992;

Peterson's, 1992). The Australian sample consisted of students drawn for the University
of Wollongong, and their immediate family members who were over 14 years of age.
Younger students (around 20 years old) gave access to their parents and any siblings,
while mature age students gave access to parents, spouses, and offspring. Wollongong
University is a lower-middle class coeducational regional university (Ashenden &

Milligan, 1996). Some of the points of difference between the samples are listed (not i
order of importance):
i) cultural differences (American as against Australian);
ii) class differences (upper class as against lower-middle class);
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iii)

gender differences (females only as against females and males);

iv) students only as against both students and non-students;
v) age differences (no age details were given by Frost et al. (1990) as against a sample
with a broad age range).

This is not to suggest that all these differences will be addressed, but rather, there is

question as to how well, if at all, the FMPS deals with these differences. In essence this
is what the first objective is about.

Now that a number of perfectionism measures have been presented and discussed,

the focus of the reporting will be directed at presenting research literature specifical
relating to the four objectives of this body of research.

4.2 Developing a "balanced" perfectionism measure
It is proposed in this thesis that the distinction between the positive and negative
aspects of perfectionism should be more clearly recognised and valued. To date the

emphasis has been on investigating the conceptualisation of perfectionism as a pervasive
neurotic style, rather than a systematic study into its positive and negative dimensions
(Flett, Hewitt, & Dyck, 1989; Norman et al., 1998; Pacht, 1984; Terry-Short et al.,
1995). To facilitate achieving a balanced approach towards perfectionism (clear
recognition and appreciation of both the positive and negative aspects), this section
utilises a stepping stone; addressing the negative bias in Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS. As
the FMPS is the basis from which both the positive and the negative aspects of
perfectionism measures will be derived, then any bias in the FMPS will be further
exacerbated within the newly developed measures.

4.2.1 Overcoming the negative bias to the FMPS
Frost et al. (1990) relegated the O subscale of the FMPS to a secondary dimension
of perfectionism. They based this upon the low correlations between O with other
perfectionism scales and with the FMPS subscales, together with it rating poorly in the
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comparisons between the dimensions of the FMPS and measures of psychopathology
(Frost et al., 1990, 1993).

The present research proposes that the O subscale represents a primary

secondary dimension of perfectionism. This contention is based upon two

the first being a critical re-examination of Frost et al.'s (1990, 1993)

Comparing the number of correlations achieved by the FMPS dimensions to

and to other perfectionism measures, the PC (a primary) dimension achiev

and 5 non significant correlations while O achieved 6 significant and 6

correlations. It is highly unlikely that a significant difference exists

of significant correlations achieved by PC as against O. Also, comparing

correlations achieved by the FMPS dimensions to measures of psychopatho

(a primary) dimension achieved 5 significant and 25 non significant cor

achieved 2 significant and 28 non significant correlations. Although not

highly unlikely that a significant difference exists between the number

correlations achieved by PS as against O. It is recognised that statist

not equate to psychological importance as far as correlations are conce
number of significant relationships are not of the degree of importance
However, in the light of the re-examination of the statistical evidence
al. based their decision of giving the O dimension secondary status, it

assess the status of the O dimension. Secondly, the work of Stober (1998

indicates that O is a primary dimension of perfectionism. Therefore, the
present study is to:

(Aim 1)
Reassess the performance of the O dimension of the FMPS to
determine if it should be classified as a primary or secondary
dimension of perfectionism.
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4.2.2

Positive and

negative aspects of perfectionism

As indicated previously, the distinction between normal and neurotic perfectionism
is not new and has been suggested by a number of authors (Burns, 1980; Frost et al..
1993; Hamachek, 1978; Missildine, 1963; Slade & Owens, 1998). The

operationalisation of the distinction by two sets of authors is presented, followed by a
explanation of how the same task was accomplished within this body of work.

Terry-Short et al. (1995), utilising 281 participants (225 controls, 21 eating
disorder participants, 15 clinically depressed individuals, and 20 successful athletes),
derived what they termed the positive and negative perfectionism scale. Their composite
scale comprised of 40 items drawn from five perfectionism measures; the EDI of Garner
et al. (1983), Setting Conditions for Anorexia Nervosa Scale of Slade and Dewey (1986),
the BPS of Burns (1980), the HMPS of Hewitt and Flett (1991b), and the Neurotic
Perfectionism Questionnaire of Mitzman, Slade, and Dewey (1994). Using a principal

components analysis, they clearly identified two distinct types of perfectionism, positi
perfectionism and negative perfectionism. This distinction, they argue, represents

positive and negative reinforcement. For them, negative perfectionism is a function of t
avoidance of negative consequences such as being coerced into doing something, while
positive perfectionism is a function of achievement of positive consequences such as
having the free choice to do something.

Even though Terry-Short et al.'s (1995) main focus appears to be the delineation of
positive and negative perfectionism, they also believe a fourfold classification can be
derived from their analyses, specifically:
i) high positive perfectionism with low negative perfectionism,
ii) low positive perfectionism and high negative perfectionism,
iii) high negative perfectionism with high positive perfectionism,
iv) low negative perfectionism with low positive perfectionism.
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Terry-Short et al. hypothesised, and essentially found, differences within their participant
pool based upon this fourfold classification. A shortcoming of Terry-Short et al.'s
(1995) measure is that even though a fourfold classification was proposed, their emphasis
appears to be more on the categorisations of positive as against negative perfectionism
and the use of the ratio of positive to negative perfectionism.

Slade and Owens (1998) define positive perfectionism and negative perfectionism
in the same manner as Terry-Short et al. (1995). However, the passing comment of
Slade and Owens of a fourfold classification of perfectionism differs dramatically to
Terry-Short et al.'s proposal. Slade and Owens believe that positive and negative
perfectionism can operate independently of each other, thus an individual's perfectionism
level "may be motivated by one or the other drive, both, or neither" (p. 380). As such,
the "both" category covers the fourfold classification of Terry-Short et al. (see previous
paragraph), while the "one or the other drive" and "neither" are not accounted for. The
Terry-Short et al. formulation does not allow for these delineations. To combine the two
formulations means the four categories of Terry-Short et al. would become subcategorisations within the both category of Slade and Owens' formulation.

Perfectionism, relationships with parents, and self-esteem, was investigated by
Rice, Ashby, and Preusser (1996), utilising 58 undergraduate students. Rice et al.,

sorted people into either normal or neurotic perfectionists based upon whether they scored
above or below the median on the Concern over Mistakes (CM) dimension of Frost et
al.'s (1990) FMPS. They found that neurotic perfectionists had significantly higher
Parental Criticism (PC) and Parental Expectation (PE) scores than normal perfectionists.

That is, neurotic perfectionists believe to a far greater extent than normal perfectionist

that their parents are overly critical of their actions and behaviours and that their pare
place overly high expectations upon them. Rice et al. interpret the results in terms of
quality of family relations, although only the child's perspective was used as the child's
parents were not included within their participant pool. Neurotic perfectionists reported
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their parents as being more demanding and more critical than normal perfectionists, while
at the same time reporting that their families are as cohesive as those of normal
perfectionists.

Three major shortcomings of the research of Rice et al. (1996) are discussed. First,

the utilisation of a small sample size limits the generalisability of the results. Seco
they recognise the multidimensionality of perfectionism yet they treat it in a
unidimensional manner. That is, while recognising the normal and neurotic dichotomy,
Rice et al. defines the difference between the two dimensions by a median split on one
dimension (viz., CM). Finally, Rice et al. have made no allowance for nonperfectionists, for they define a score below the median on the CM dimension as normal
perfectionism. The current study develops the positive and the negative aspects of

perfectionism measures, and makes a concerted effort to overcome the limitations of Ric
et al.'s studies.

Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS scale has six dimensions, and it is proposed that a
principal components analysis limited to two factors will sort the FMPS dimensions into
the positive aspects of perfectionism (viz., POS) and the negative aspects of
perfectionism (viz., NEG) measures. It is expected that the PS and O dimensions will be
associated with POS, while the CM, PE, PC, and D dimensions will be associated with
NEG. By achieving this, the second objective to this body of work is realised. The
difference between this work, and that of other researchers (Rice et al., 1996; Ashby &

Kottman, 1996), is that they have treated the normal-neurotic dichotomy as an "either/or

situation, whereas in this research they are treated as co-existing entities. In this w
positive-negative (normal-neurotic) dichotomy would become a fourfold classification:
high POS high NEG; high POS low NEG; low POS high NEG; and low POS low NEG.
Two advantages of using the FMPS are; by utilising a multidimensional measure
researchers reduce the amount of questionnaires they require their participants to
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complete, and the multidimensional components of perfectionism are further utilised.
Therefore, the second aim of the present study is to:

(Aim 2)
Further develop the understanding and operationalisation of the
positive-negative perfectionism dichotomy by the development and
exploration of four categories of perfectionism.

4.3 A self-regulation framework to assess locus of control and
coping style
Within this section the research involving perfectionism and self-regulation is

presented. It is from this discussion that the utility of using a self-regulation f
is highlighted. Following on from this, experimentation involving perfectionism and
locus of control, and perfectionism and coping style is discussed.

4.3.1 Self-regulation and perfectionism
The relationship between perfectionism and standard setting with regard to

dysphoria and social anxiety, within the self-regulation framework, was investigate
Alden et al. (1994). They assessed three aspects of self-regulation (viz., standard
frequency of self appraisal, and self-efficacy) within an anxiety producing social

Specifically, meeting an opposite-gender stranger in a public place. Standard setti
chosen as they wanted to find out if there was a difference in the anxiety response

between self-set standards and other-set standards. Self-set standards are the stan

one sets for one's self, while other-set standards are the standards people believe

set for them to achieve. Essentially, Alden et al.'s study was a comparison of the S
and SPP dimensions of Hewitt and Flett's (1991b) HMPS. Alden et al. explained how

self-monitoring and self-appraisal are central to self-regulation theories by stati

people with perfectionistic tendencies would be more likely to participate in the "
evaluation-self-monitoring process" (p. 301). It is this high frequency of self-
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monitoring, as would be expected of perfectionists, which m a y exacerbate any depression
or anxiety experienced by the individual. The crucial element to any self-appraisal,

according to Bandura (1986), are peoples' belief in their ability to bring events to fruiti
(viz., self-efficacy). Previous research (Kanfer & Zeiss, 1983; Wallace & Alden, 1991)
has shown that, in social situations, anxious from non-anxious and dysphoric from nondysphoric people can be distinguished by their social efficacy but not the performance

standards they set. From this Alden et al. conjectured that it is the person's self effica

that determines if there is an anxiety or dysphoric response to a situation, rather than t
standards or goals the person brings to the situation.

From their research Alden et al. (1994) found that the only difference between SOP
and SPP, with regard to self-regulation theory, was in the frequency of self-appraisal.
People who believe that others expect them to be perfect engage in more self-evaluation
than those who do not. This was explained as indicating that dysphoria and social
anxiety experienced by perfectionists is more a function of self-focussed attention and
self-focussed evaluation rather than dysfunctional standard-setting. That is, the

difference between non-perfectionists and perfectionists is not in the absolute level of t

set standard; rather, that perfectionists set standards that are high relative to their ab
Perfectionists also place greater emphasis on the attainment of their standards than nonperfectionists. Due to the added emphasis on standard achievement perfectionists are
therefore in a more vulnerable emotional state. Alden et al. argued that these people are

more likely to fail, than non-perfectionists, due to setting standards above their ability
the failure to achieve the standard is taken more to heart (than non-perfectionists).
Researchers (Bandura & Cervone, 1986; Higgins, Bond, Klein, & Strauman, 1986) have
shown that small discrepancies between perceived ability (self-efficacy) and standards
leads to perseverance, while a large discrepancy leads to discouragement and other
psychopathologies. From all this the overall conclusion is that perfectionism may have

either positive or negative effects, and it is the extent of the discrepancy between selfefficacy and standards that determines the resultant relationship.
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Self-efficacy, according to Bandura (1986, 1989), is one of the moderating factors

of self-regulation. From this, Mor et al. (1995) proposed that high levels of performanc

stress are more probable with perfectionists who perceive they have low levels of contro

efficacy. That is, precisians embrace the acquisition of unconditional success. However,

having low levels of control efficacy means the person is tormented with self-doubts and

envisaged failures (Bandura, 1991). The conclusion from this is that low control efficacy
perfectionists would experience higher levels of performance anxiety, and high control
efficacy perfectionists would experience lower levels of performance anxiety.

An assessment of the relationship between perfectionism, personal control, and
anxiety response was conducted by Mor et al. (1995). They used the HMPS of Hewitt
and Flett (1991b), the Personal Control measure from the Spheres of Control Scale, and
the Performance Stress Scale (for full details of scales see Mor et al.). Their results
showed that higher SOP and SPP was associated with performance anxiety, and that the
strongest association was for the second of these. At the same time the researchers
looked at the individuals sense of personal control with regard to perfectionism and
anxiety. The moderator of the perfectionism-anxiety relationship was found to be the
presence or absence of a sense of personal control; low personal control with
perfectionism resulted in higher debilitating anxiety and lower levels of facilitating

anxiety. These findings were interpreted as being consistent with self-regulation models
(Bandura, 1986, 1989; Kanfer & Hagerman, 1981; Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1987), in

that feelings of control or self-efficacy determine the negative affective reactions (vi
anxiety and stress) of individuals with high personal standards.

The current study further develops the line of reasoning suggested by Mor et al.
(1995) with self-regulation theory (Bandura, 1986, 1989; Kanfer & Hagerman, 1981;
Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1987). More specifically, it is suggested that two personality

traits that bolster perfectionistic beliefs are locus of control beliefs and coping styl
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4.3.2

Locus

of control and

perfectionism

The pathological thought patterns of perfectionism, as expressed via depression,
were believed by Pirot (1986) to be reflected in the locus of control construct. No
relationship, however, was found to exist between perfectionism and locus of control.
The results were explained by the participants having scores that indicated little to no
perfectionistic tendencies, and the participants' locus of control scores placed them in

middle between the internal and external dimensions. With a truncation of the variance of
both dimensions, it was not surprising that no relationship was found. Further possible

explanations for the failure to find a relationship may lie in the unidimensional nature
the perfectionism measure used (viz., BPS; Burns, 1980), and that Rotter's (1966) locus
of control was treated as a two dimensional rather than a three dimensional measure.
Other researchers, however, have found significant relationships between perfectionism
and locus of control (Hewitt & Flett, 1991b).

Hewitt and Flett (1991b) assessed their HMPS against Rotter's (1966) locus of
control construct. Their rationale for the comparison was that the different dimensions
perfectionism reflect different types of behaviour, such as self-directed behaviour or

socially oriented behaviour. They hypothesised that SOP would be related to self-related
constructs such as self-criticism, self-standards, or an internal locus of control. This
means, socially oriented behaviours such as SPP are those that relate to perceptions of

socially related information such as fear of negative evaluation and an external locus of
control. Other-oriented behaviours as displayed by OOP would be related to "otherdirected" constructs such as authoritarianism and powerful others. Specifically, it was
expected that SOP would have a strong relationship with internality, and that SPP and
OOP would have a strong relationship with externality. Results obtained supported the
second of the three predictions of Hewitt and Flett. What these results suggest is that

more perfectionists believe their lives are controlled by influences over which they hav
little to no control, the greater the leaning they would have towards SPP tendencies.

The locus of control construct has not been directly related to Frost et al.'s (1990)
FMPS. Frost et al.'s (1993) comparison of the FMPS to the HMPS (Hewitt & Rett,
1991b) offers suggestions as to how the FMPS would relate to locus of control. In
comparing the dimensions of the FMPS to the HMPS, only those dimensions which

explained approximately 25% or more of the variance in the other dimensions are report
here. Therefore the dimensions to be considered are: SOP with PS; and SPP with CM,
PC, and PE. Hewitt and Rett found SPP was positively related to externality. It would
therefore be expected that the CM, PC, and PE dimensions would be positively

associated with externality. In an effort to further tease out the relationships betwe

dimensions of the FMPS with the internality externality distinction, the locus of cont
construct was split using Levenson's (1973) MLoc scale.

Levenson's (1973) tripartite MLoc construct can be fitted to the dimensions of
Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS. When comparing the CM, PS, PC, PE, D, and 0
dimensions of the FMPS to the MLoc scale it is expected that both PS and O will be
associated with internality. The CM, PC, PE, and D dimensions are expected to be
associated with the chance dimension of externality. Both the positive and negative
dimensions of perfectionism (viz., CM, PS, PC, PE, D, and O) are expected to be

associated with the powerful others dimension of externality. The reason for this is t

powerful others belief can indicate either a state of positive mental health (if the b

a basis in reality) or a state of negative mental health (if the belief has no basis in
No prediction is made for the POS and NEG dimensions, for the analyses to ascertain
their validity have not yet been performed. It is expected, however, that POS will be
associated with internality, NEG with chance, and both POS and NEG with powerful
others. The reasoning is the same as that given for the relationships between the

dimensions of perfectionism with locus of control. Specifically, it is hypothesised tha

(Hypothesis 1)
Internality will be positively associated with the positive aspects of
perfectionism (viz., PS and O).

(Hypothesis 2)
The chance dimension of externality will be positively associated
with the negative aspects of perfectionism (viz., CM, PC, PE, and
D).

(Hypothesis 3)
The powerful others dimension of externality will be positively
associated with both the positive and the negative aspects of
perfectionism (viz., CM, PS, PC, PE, D, and O).

4.3.3 Coping style and perfectionism

To date no research using Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS and coping style h

published, however, a few studies have investigated this relationship us

Rett's (1991b) HMPS. Rett, Hewitt, Blankstein, and O'Brien (1991) examin

links between the dimensions of perfectionism, resourcefulness, and self
found that SPP was associated with lower levels of resourcefulness and

compared to both SOP and OOP which were associated with higher levels o

resourcefulness and self-control. In another study, Rett, Russo, and Hew

assessed the dimensions of the HMPS with constructive thinking as a copi

SPP was negatively associated with global constructive thinking and pos

coping. These findings were interpreted as supporting earlier research r

HMPS and coping. Specifically, SPP is broadly associated with negative i

coping, SOP has slightly more positive than negative coping indices, whi
somewhere between the two.
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Where previous research into perfectionism's relationship to coping style differs

from this present work is that (apart from the obvious of using the FMP

HMPS), the current study investigates how precisians utilise the informa

environment. That is, do perfectionists actively seek out information w

environment (viz., monitoring) as a means of assessing their performance
controlling their anxiety level (Miller, 1980)? Alternatively, do they

refute situational cues and information (viz., blunting) as a means of d

that perfection is attainable? Or, is it some combination of the two, w

by the type of perfectionism displayed by the individual? Specifically,
that:

(Hypothesis 4)
The monitoring coping style will be positively associated with both
the positive and negative aspects of perfectionism (viz., CM, PS,
PC, PE, D, and O).

(Hypothesis 5)
The blunting coping style will be positively associated with the
negative aspects of perfectionism (viz., CM, PC, PE, and D).

4.4 Empirical research on the development of perfectionism
The consensus amongst theorists is that perfectionistic tendencies are

precisian parents to their children, which was tested by Frost et al. (1

Their first study measured perfectionism in daughters and their parents

fathers = 25, daughters = 38) while the second compared personality cha
between daughters and parents (mothers = 50, fathers = 43, daughters =

Frost et al.'s (1991) first study found that mothers with high perfecti

tendencies typically have daughters with high perfectionism tendencies.
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believe their parents had excessively high expectations for them and were critical of their
behaviours were found to have daughters with high overall perfectionism scores.
Mothers with high overall perfectionism scores tend to have daughters who believe their

parents have excessively high expectations for them and were critical of their behaviours
While fathers who have high personal standards were found to have daughters who also
have high personal standards together with being well organised.

In the second study of Frost et al. (1991), daughters and their parents completed a
perfectionism measure, a parental harshness rating scale, and a general psychopathology
symptom questionnaire. Psychopathology symptom reporting was ascertained by the use
of the Brief Symptom Inventory (Derogatis & Melisaratos, 1983). This inventory
measures the extent to which symptoms of psychological problems or disturbances
interrupted or interfered with the everyday functioning of the individual. Results from
this study were similar to the first study for daughters and mothers. Mothers who had
either high levels of perfectionism or believed that their parents had high expectations
them tended to have daughters with high levels of perfectionism. No relationships were
found to exist between fathers and daughters in regard to perfectionism.

Frost et al.'s (1991) second study also found that high levels of psychological
symptom reporting in daughters was associated with high perfectionism scores of
mothers. However, high levels of perfectionism in fathers was associated with lower
psychological symptom reporting in daughters. The first result appears to support the

theoretical belief that perfectionistic mothers produce perfectionistic daughters. Howeve
their studies do not prove the proposed parent-child perfectionism developmental cycle,
for their work was correlational in nature, and as such causality cannot be inferred.

One aspect of Frost et al.'s (1991) study was to assess if perfectionism was a
family trait. They found a positive relationship between the mothers' and daughters'
perfectionism level. As causality could not be deduced by their work, they proposed
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three possible explanations for the development of this relationship. Thefirstwas that it
developed from mother to daughter. The second was that it developed from daughter to
mother, and third, that it developed in both of them simultaneously. In contrast, no
relationship was found between the perfectionism level of fathers and daughters, and
further, the more perfectionistic the father the fewer psychopathological symptoms were
reported by the daughter. As such, Frost et al. concluded that in this context there was
some form of relationship between mother and daughter but not father and daughter.
Their explanations for their results were either it was same gender modelling in the
development of perfectionism, or it was a reflection of more time spent by daughters with
their mother rather than with their father.

Barrow and Moore's (1983) modelling hypothesis contends that the perfectionistic

parent's gender plays a critical role in whether or not the child develops perfectionistic
tendencies. Partial support for the modelling hypothesis comes from Frost et al. (1991).
They found that daughters were more similar to their mothers than their fathers, and that
there was a relationship in perfectionistic tendencies between daughters and mothers but
not daughters and fathers. The researchers offer two interpretations of their findings.

The first is that mothers are "better" role models for girls than fathers, thereby facilit
the daughters learning perfectionistic tendencies from their mothers. The second possible
explanation is that mothers and daughters spend more time together, and this could
indicate the mothers' dominant role in their daughter's parenting. This is supported by
the correlation between mothers and daughters in their perfectionistic tendencies.
Researchers (viz., Barrow and Moore, together with Frost et al.) claim there is a gender-

role modelling effect occurring in the transmission of precisian beliefs. The present stud

intends to investigate if there is any "gender of parent "-"gender of child" effects occur
in the socialisation of perfectionistic beliefs. Thus it is hypothesised that:
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(Hypothesis 6)
There is a "gender of parent"-"gender of child" socialisation effect in
the propagation of perfectionistic beliefs.

4.5 Summary
At present there is much interest and research into perfectionism. The current study
investigates perfectionism using Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS. The FMPS has been
compared to a number of other perfectionism measures and has shown good
discrimination between the various dimensions of perfectionism and with a number of
measures of psychopathology. Even though the FMPS has performed well in various
studies there are a number of points, objectives, aims, and hypotheses of the present

study, which need to be clarified. The points which will be researched within this body
of work are:
i) an assessment of the performance of the FMPS using a more diverse sample (and
being from a different culture);
ii) the development of a more "balanced" perfectionism measure by:
a) reassessing the status (primary or secondary) of the O dimension;
b) developing the POS and NEG subscales;
c) developing the four categorisations of perfectionism;

iii) an investigation into the relationships between perfectionism, locus of control, a
coping style;
iv) an assessment of parent-child links in the transmission of precisian beliefs.
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Chapter 5

Psychometric assessment of Frost et al.'s (1990)
Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (FMPS)

5.1 Preamble
There were four main foci to this thesis and these were:
i)

to replicate and validate Frost et al.'s (1990) F M P S using a more representative
sample;

ii)

to present a more balanced perspective of perfectionism, by developing and
operationalising the positive aspects of perfectionism;

iii)

to investigate the relationships between perfectionism, locus of control, and coping
style;

iv)

to assess if there are familial propensities for the development of perfectionism.

In achieving the foci of the thesis the F M P S went through two structural changes, and
these changes are reflected in the n a m e changes to the F M P S (viz., F M P S -* F M P S n -»
FMPS(R)) which highlight the further development of the scale. That is, the F M P S is
used in chapter 5, the F M P S n in chapters 6 to 8, and the F M P S ( R ) from chapter 9
onwards. T o accommodate the breadth of the analyses within this thesis three separate
data collections were undertaken. T h e information gathered from thefirstdata collection
was used in chapters 5 to 8, while the information obtained from the second data
collection was employed in chapter 9, and the information acquired from the third data
collection was utilised in chapter 10.

In investigating the four main foci of the thesis, sometimes data from related
individuals, and at other times independent data, were required. The issue of whether
data is dependent or independent has been an ongoing concern within psychology for
many years ( M c N e m a r , 1946; Rosenzweig, 1933; Silverman, 1977; Stanovich, 1998).

This is probably best illustrated by what is called in psychology the "college sophomore
problem". It has been argued that much psychological research has limited applicability

because it is not reflective of the general population, rather it is representative of co
sophomores or university psychology students. It is not the representativeness of the
general population which is of concern here, rather it is the ramification of "psychology
students" being used in research and how this affects the dependence/independence issue.
As such it can be argued that all research utilising psychology students, and more

specifically introductory psychology students who are in the same class, in the same year,
or at the same university, are by definition using dependent data (for a discussion refer
Fassnacht, 1982; Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1969, 1975; Silverman; Stanovich). Similar
problems of non-independence could also be noted in research on children within the
same classroom or school. It was noticeable in the literature review associated with this

thesis, that a large proportion of research into perfectionism utilised psychology studen
If strictly adhered to, the issue of dependence and independence would stifle much
research. Given the limitation that a perfectly representative and independent sample is

difficult (if not impossible) to obtain, a vast majority of researchers forgo strict samp
procedure rigour to obtain accessible and cooperative participants (Sommer & Sommer,
1986). Notwithstanding the above discussion, the main dependence/independence issue
presented within this thesis was the use of parents and their offspring.

As the same data pool was used within chapters 5 through to 8, and it comprised of

family units, this may appear to be problematical; the questions being investigated withi
chapter 5 to 7 required independent data, while chapter 8 required dependent data. This
was overcome by two means. The first was to use a subsample (comprised of
independent data) from the overall sample. The overall sample was labelled sample 1,
while the subsample of university students (there were no brothers or sisters within this
subsample - thus independent data) was labelled sample 5. The second method by which
the dependent/independent issue was addressed was to do all the analyses twice, once
with the dependent data and once with the independent data. This was done for chapters
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5, 6 and 7. B y having both sets of analyses side-by-side, a comparison can be made
between the two data sets.

The evolution of the FMPS into the FMPS(R) occurred concurrently with, and
temporally extended past, the analyses into perfectionism, locus of control, and coping
style interactions. Due to the convoluted nature of these analyses the reported results

presented in a fashion that is easier for the reader to follow. Even though the major fo
of the study appears to be restricted to chapters 7 and 8 (relationships between

perfectionism, locus of control, and coping style), that is not so, for the findings in t
chapters are in essence both building upon, and being supported by, the findings of
chapters 5,6, and 9. In chapter 7 the interconnectedness of perfectionism, locus of
control, and coping style was assessed. Within chapter 8 the relationships between the
three forementioned personality dimensions were examined for socialisation effects
occurring within family units.

The analyses associated with the development of the FMPS(R) were split into three

parts (viz., chapters 5, 6, and 9). Chapter 5 (or part 1) contains the assessment of the
psychometric properties of Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS on an Australian population. This
was accomplished by attempting to replicate Frost et al.'s FMPS factor structure using

Australian sample, and then comparing the findings of Frost et al. to those of the curre
study. Frost et al.'s FMPS factor structure was unable to be replicated, and further
examination highlighted psychometric problems within the FMPS. Building upon the
findings of part one, chapter 6 (or part 2) investigated the relationships between the
dimensions (subscales) of the FMPSn. The examination of the FMPSn dimensions
paved the way for the development of two new (to the FMPS) subscales that were based
upon Hamachek's (1978) distinction of normal (positive aspects of perfectionism) and

neurotic (negative aspects of perfectionism) perfectionism. These two further subscales

(dimensions) were labelled "positive aspects of perfectionism" (viz., POS) and "negative
aspects of perfectionism" (viz., NEG). Associated with the development of these
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subscales w a s the reformulation of the calculation of an overall perfectionism score.
These new subscales (and calculation of an overall perfectionism score), and FMPSn
were assessed for both age and gender effects. These analyses resulted in the
development of the FMPS(R). Chapter 9 (or part 3) contains the psychometric evaluation
of the FMPS(R) which incorporated a test-retest reliability over an eight week period.

The final study (viz., chapter 10) arose from a minor focus of the study and
addresses the issue of the sample employed by Frost et al. (1990) in developing their
FMPS. More specifically, that sample consisted of only females from an elite section of
the general community (viz., both intellectually and socio-economically elite). As the

theorising into the development of perfectionism stresses a socialisation perspective, an

familial socialisation practices vary between the various classes within society, then on
must question the general!sability of a scale (viz., the FMPS) which was developed using

such a "select" sample. Taking this point into consideration, and assessing it in light of
the discussion of, and the results of, the socialisation analyses (see Chapters 2 and 8),

where there were little cross gender socialisation effects, raises an interesting question
the perfectionism measure actually measuring differences between gender (females and

males)?; or differences in gender-role attributions? To assess this, participants' genderrole attributions where compared to the FMPS(R)'s dimensions (see chapter 10), to

determine if perfectionistic beliefs are aligned with gender-role attribute beliefs (viz.,
androgynous, feminine, masculine, or undifferentiated individuals).

5.2 Introduction
Chapter 5 deals with the preliminary analyses involving the summary statistics of

the perfectionism, locus of control, and coping style scores. From there, the analyses are
focussed on the perfectionism measure (FMPS), illustrating variations in the different

Australian samples used, and attempting to replicate Frost et al.'s (1990) factor structu
The FMPS scores, and the relationships between the FMPS subscales achieved, were

compared utilising the results from Frost et al.'s American participants to those achieve
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using Australian participants. These procedures where undertaken as up until this time no
psychometric evaluation had been performed upon the FMPS using Australian
participants.

5.3 Method
5.3.1 Participants
Students at the University of Wollongong were contacted by announcements made

in lectures asking if they would like to participate in a research project involving f

propensities. These students were then handed a questionnaire package to complete, they
were also asked to supply the name and address of their parents, and any brothers and

sisters over 14 years of age. Mature age students with a child (or children) over 14 y

of age could substitute the names and addresses of their spouse and their child(ren) f

that of their parents. In this way questionnaire packages could be sent to other family
members of the recruited students. There were 370 returned student questionnaires (250
females and 120 males) with the mean age being 23.7 years (SD = 8.7). They were
predominantly Psychology (331) students with some students from other departments;
Economics (2), Engineering (9), English (13), Geology (5), and Mathematics (10).
There were 567 responses by family members of the students who returned
questionnaires (293 females and 274 males) with the mean age being 46.5 years (SD =
13.3). The total number of responses from students and their family members was 937,

and this was the participant pool utilised in chapters 5 to 8. The number of participa

varied between chapters 5 to 8 because not all the participants satisfied the differin
criteria for each research question:
i) chapter 5
a) dependent sample
the participant pool comprised the 937 collected responses (543 females and
394 males) with the mean age being 37.5 years (SD = 16.2). This group was
termed sample 1, and is discussed in section 5.5.1;
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b)

independent sample

the participant pool consisted of 370 returned student questionnaires (250
females and 120 males) with the mean age being 23.7 years (SD = 8.7).
None of these participants were related to each other. This group was termed
sample 5, and is discussed in section 5.5.1;
chapters 6 and 7
a) dependent sample
utilising the chapter 5 participant pool, respondents who had either incorrectly
completed, or had an incomplete questionnaire set, were removed from the
sample. As such the participant pool was reduced to 865 participants (504
females and 361 males) with the mean age being 38.7 years (SD = 16.1).
This group is a sub-set of sample 1, and was labelled sample la;
b) independent sample
the reduction in the size of the participant pool had a flow-on effect with the
size and composition of sample 5. As such the participant pool was reduced
to 298 participants (211 females and 87 males) with the mean age being 23.6
years (SD = 8.2). This group is a sub-set of sample 5, and was labelled
sample 5a;
chapter 8

the chapter 6 participant pool (sample la) was sorted into family units. A family
unit was defined as a minimum of one child and one parent who were genetically

related, and a maximum of two parents and one child who were genetically related.
Two examples, a family of two parents and two children would be sorted by the

study into two family units of three people (i.e., two parents and one child), whi

family of a single parent with two children would be sorted by the study into two

family units comprising of the parent and one child. The sorting into family unit
further reduced the sample size to 820 participants (473 females and 347 males)
with a mean age of 39.5 years (SD = 16.1). There were 322 family units
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comprising of 247 (77%) two parent family units and 7 4 (33%) one parent family
units (64 mother only, 10 father only).

As the chapter 8 study was investigating familial relationships in the development o

perfectionism, the family units needed to be split across and along gender lines, th

differentiating if the gender of the parent had an effect, and also if the gender of

had an effect. The splitting of family units across and along gender lines gave rise

seven possible combinations of family structures. Table 5.1 displays the seven diffe
family structures, along with the number of family units in each category.

Table 5.1 Number and composition of genetically related family groupings

n

Groupings

Groupings

n

Father, Mother, Child

247

Father, Mother, Daughter

153

Father, Mother, Son

94

Father, Daughter

159

Father, Son

99

Mother, Daughter

198

Mother, Son

113

5.3.2

Materials

Participants received packages comprising demographic questions and three

questionnaires (perfectionism, locus of control, and coping style) (for questionnair
package see Appendix 2). Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS is a 35-item questionnaire
answered on a 5 point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). A person's score is derived from summing the component questions of the

subscales. The higher the score the stronger the belief the individual holds for tha

dimension. The FMPS gives an overall perfectionism (P) score and six subscale scores
(CM, PS, PC, PE, D, and O) (A full description of the subscales was given in section
4.1.1.1). The overall perfectionism measure (P) is the addition of five of the six
subscales (viz., P = CM + PS + PC + PE + D). Organisation was not used in deriving
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the overall perfectionism measure for it w a s not deemed by Frost et al. as a core

component of perfectionism. They reported the internal consistency alpha coefficients for
the six subscales ranged from .77 (for D) to .93 (for O). No test-retest information was
available.

One purpose of the present study was to assess if the dimensions of the FMPS

scale were differentially related to self-causality beliefs. Self-causality can be assess
using Levenson's (1973) Multidimensional Locus of Control Scale (MLoc). It is a 24
item questionnaire answered on a 6 point Likert scale. Three subscales comprise the

MLoc; and these are internal, powerful others, and chance. To derive a person's internal,
powerful others, or chance scores, the answers to the questions that constitute that

subscale are totalled. The higher the attained score the stronger the belief the individu
holds for that dimension. For example, the higher the internal score the stronger the

belief people hold of their own personal control over their life. Similarly, the higher t

powerful other score the stronger the belief people hold that their life is controlled by

powerful others, while a higher chance score indicates a greater belief that what happens
to oneself is controlled by chance. The internality score is indicative of the person's

internal locus of control belief, while the powerful others and chance scores indicate th
person's external locus of control belief. Levenson reported the internal consistency

estimates using Kuder-Richardson (KR-20) reliabilities as r = .64 for internality, r = .7

for powerful others, and r = .78 for chance. She also reported the test-retest reliabilit

over a 1 week period (for N = 96) as r = .64 for internality, r = .74 for powerful others
and r = .78 for chance.

The coping style measure employed was the Miller Behavioral Style Scale (MBSS;
Miller, 1980), which is a 32-item questionnaire based around four hypothetical
situations. The person visualises each of the four proposed scenarios, and then checks
either yes or no to the eight possible behavioural responses for each scenario. In each
scenario half the responses are monitoring and half are blunting behaviours, with the
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ordering being randomised. Monitoring reflects the propensity of people to seek out
information from within their environment or situation being experienced. Blunting
reflects when individuals engage in cognitive strategies to discount or moderate the
impact or salience of a situation. From the MBSS two scores can be attained. The first

step to deriving a score is to total the number of monitoring items endorsed. If this va

is above the sample mean monitoring score, the individual is classified as a high monitor

and if it is below the mean the individual is classified as a low monitor. Similarly, tot
the number of blunting items endorsed and if it is above the sample mean blunting score
the individual is a high blunter, below the mean a low blunter. Internal consistency
alphas ranged from .70 to .80 for monitoring, and from .57 to .78 for blunting, over
seven independent samples (S. M. Miller, personal communication, June, 1992). The

test-retest reliability, over a 4-month period utilising 98 participants, for the MBSS w
= .72 for monitoring, and r = .75 for blunting (Miller, 1987).

5.3.3 Procedures
Lecturers were approached to gain permission to speak to their classes. The
experimenter explained to the students the purpose of the study, and questionnaire
packages were handed out in pre-addressed envelopes to those who wished to participate.

Participants were asked to complete the questionnaires within one week, and to place the
responses into any campus internal mail bag so that the responses would be returned to
the experimenter. They were also asked to supply the names and addresses of both
parents. Mature age students with a child (or children) over 14 years of age could

substitute the names and addresses of their spouse and their child(ren) for that of their
parents, or they could supply the name and addresses of both parents, or details of both
their parents and their offspring. As only five sets of details from three complete
generations of a family unit was obtained, no investigation into multiple generational
effects was attempted. These data sets were broken down into the typical parent(s)-child
family units previously presented (see Table 5.1).

77
A mail-out list was generated from the returned questionnaires. Associated with the

mail-out list was a register that sorted all the participants into family units, and wh
the family members had either completed a questionnaire, or were to be posted a
questionnaire package. Each individual on the mail-out list received a questionnaire
package that comprised a questionnaire and a reply paid pre-addressed return envelope.

A return by date was included on the introduction page and was set at 21 days after the
post out date. A second questionnaire package was posted if a reply had not been
received 35 days after posting. Of the 698 individuals on the mail-out list, 567
responded (with 9 being unreachable). This is a return rate of 82.3% and is deemed as
being an acceptable return rate (de Vaus, 1991; Krathwohl, 1998; May, 1997; Neuman,
1997)

To avoid any ordering bias for the three scales to be completed in the questionnaire,
approximately equal numbers of the six possible ordering combinations of the scales
were handed-out. The mail-out list was also used to keep a record of what ordering of
the questionnaire was mailed to, or had been completed by, which person. In this way
each member of the same family would complete a different ordering of the

questionnaire. A second benefit of the record was that an attempt could be made to have
approximately equal numbers of the six orderings of the questionnaires completed. Any
replacement questionnaire always had the same ordering as the original.

5.4 Summary statistics of the FMPS, MLoc, and MBSS scales
The questionnaire scales did not significantly depart from a normal distribution, and

so no data transformations were performed. Table 5.2 displays the summary statistics of
the dimensions used in the present study.
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Table 5.2 Summary statistics for age and the FMPS, MLoc, and M B S S scales
Mean

Median

Mode

Age

37.5

41.6

20.2

16.2

14.0- 87.6

P

74.8

74.0

71.0

14.2

37.0- 126.0

CM

20.5

20.0

19.0

5.8

9.0- 44.0

PS

22.8

23.0

21.0

4.8

10.0- 35.0

PC

8.5

8.0

8.0

3.1

4.0- 20.0

PE

12.6

12.0

11.0

3.7

5.0- 25.0

D

10.4

10.0

8.0

3.0

4.0- 20.0

0

22.6

23.0

24.0

4.2

6.0- 30.0

I

34.9

35.0

34.0

4.5

15.0- 46.0

PO

22.3

22.0

21.0

5.6

8.0- 48.0

C

22.3

22.0

22.0

5.6

9.0- 43.0

M

11.3

12.0

11.0

2.7

1.0- 16.0

B

5.4

5.0

5.0

2.5

0.0- 13.0

Dimension

SD

Range

Note. N = 937.

5.5 Psychometric assessment of the FMPS

In an effort to reproduce Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS factor structure us

Australian population the FMPS was subjected to principal components ana

otherwise stated, all the statistical analyses used the Statistical Pack

Sciences (SPSS) program (SPSS, 1988). Before the principal components ana

were conducted, the correlations between the variables and age were asse

undertaken because the sample used by Frost et al. were introductory psy

students, while the present sample ranged in age from 14.0 years to 87.6

37.5, SD = 16.2). No significant age effects were found (see section 6.5
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5.5.7

Breakdown

of the participants into 13

sub-samples

There were 13 different participant samples (samples 1 through to 13, with samples
2 through to 13 being sub-samples of sample 1) upon which the principal component
analyses were performed. Tabachnick and Rdell (1989) suggest an adequate sample size
for principal component analysis is to have a minimum of five cases for each variable.
As the FMPS has 35 items, then the minimum sample size is 175 participants. Samples 9
and 11, with 120 and 105 participants respectively, have less than the suggested
minimum sample sizes and though their results are tabled they are not discussed.

As Frost et al. (1990) developed their FMPS using female introductory psychology
students, it was considered possible that the achieved structure of the FMPS may be a
consequence of the "select" sample used. In an effort to address this question it was

decided to use the total sample and various sub-samples of it, to attempt to replicate
et al.'s structure. One sub-sample (viz., sample 13 - normalised female psychology

students with age less than 21.8 years) replicated as much as possible the sample used
Frost and colleagues in developing the final version of their scale. Some of the other

sub-samples were; females only (viz., sample 2), males only (viz., sample 3), currently

students (viz., sample 5), and not currently students (viz., sample 4). A description o
all the sub-samples used, together with number of participants and whether they are
dependent or independent, is displayed in Table 5.3.

Table 5.3 Descriptions and summary statistics of the 13 participant samples

Sample

Description

Norn

SD

Age
Mean Median M o d e

1*

all participants

937

37.5

41.6

20.2

16.2

2*

females only

543

35.9

39.2

20.2

15.9

3*

males only

394

39.8

44.3

18.7

16.3

4°

not currently students

567

46.5

47.1

45.5

13.3

5°

currently students

370

23.7

20.2

20.2

8.7

6°

female non-students

293

46.4

46.1

46.9

12.4

7°

female students

250

23.4

20.0

18.9

9.0

8°

male non-students

274

46.5

48.4

48.4

14.3

9°

male students

120

24.4

20.8

18.7

8.0

10°

normalised students, age <

266

19.7

19.6

20.2

1.1

22.0 yrs

11°

male psychology students

105

24.4

20.9

18.7

8.1

12°

female psychology students

226

22.6

19.8

18.7

7.3

13°

normalised female psychology

177

19.5

193

18.9

1.0

students, age < 21.8 yrs

Note. A "*" indicates the sample is dependent (viz., includes parent(s) and an offspring

from the same family unit), while a "°" indicates sample is independent (viz., there ar
two members from the same family unit).

5.5.2 Principal components factor analyses
Completed questionnaires were subjected to principal components factor analyses.
The main criteria used in accepting the number of factors generated by the principal
components analyses were:
i) having more than one item load upon the factor;
ii) having an eigenvalue greater than 1;
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iii)

for the factor to m a k e "psychological sense";

iv) the number of factors located to equal the number of factors suggested by the scree
plot;
v) if an item cross loaded, then the loading had to be in favour of the factor to which
made the most psychological sense (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1987; Kim
& Mueller, 1978; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989).
In conducting these analyses there were always moderate levels of correlations between
the factors which necessitated the use of oblique rotations (Hair et al.; Tabachnick &
Fidell). Therefore, all reported factors, loadings, and component questions were taken
from the pattern matrix generated by the oblique rotation. Even though Frost et al.

(1990) reported comparable levels of correlations between their factors (to those of th
current study), they did not report employing any form of rotation in their analyses.

Samples 1 through to 13 were used in calculating the appropriate number of
solutions to the principal components analyses. Analyses were run twice on each

sample, the first group of analyses were set to find a six factor solution, which is wha
was derived by Frost et al. (1990). The second group of analyses were set to derive a

five factor solution, as this was indicated by the scree plot obtained with the six fac

solution. The six factor solutions were rejected as they all indicated that a five fact

solution was a more appropriate outcome. In every case an acceptable five factor solutio
was reached, and there was great consistency between the solutions. The solutions
obtained using all participants (sample 1: dependent sample), students only (sample 5:

independent sample), and the one that approximates Frost et al.'s sample (sample 13) are
provided below. The eigenvalues and variance explained for the three samples are
displayed in Table 5.4, while the factor loadings obtained by samples 1 and 5 are
displayed in Table 5.5 and sample 13's factor loadings are shown in Table 5.6. Factor
intercorrelations for samples 1,5, and 13 are displayed in Table 5.7. Eigenvalues,

variance explained, factor loadings, and factor intercorrelations obtained by samples 2,
4, and 6 through to 12 are provided in Appendix 3 (Tables A3.1 through to A3.7).
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Table 5.5 Principal components analysis factor loadings for samples 1 and 5
Sample 1
(all participants, N =937)
Factor
Item

1

23
14
9
25
13
21
34
10
4

.75
.72
.71
.66
.65
.58
.57
.51
.49

7
29
27
2
31
8
22
35
20
11
26
3
1
15
5
12
19
24
30
16
18
6
33
32
28
17

2

3

4

Sample 5
(university students, n = 370)
Factor

5

.86
.84
.78
.75
.73
.72

Item

1

23
9
14
25
13
34
10
21
4

.84
.76
.75
.64
.63
.57
.56
.56
.52

29
7
27
2
8
31

.76
.76
.75
.69
.68
.62
.61
.52
.48

12
19
30
24
16
18
6

.82
.80
.55
.53

Note. All factor loadings > .4 are shown.

33
32
17
28

3

4

5

.85
.83
.83
.79
.77
.74

20
35
22
11
1
3
15
26
5
-.81
-.78
-.67
-.62
-.53
-.52
-.43

2

.78
.73
.73
.72
.69
.68
.65
.63
.53

.49

-.81
-.78
-.64
-.62
-.59
-.50
-.43

.77
.74
.62
.57

Table 5.6 Principal components analysis factor loadings for sample 13
Sample 13
(normalised female psychology students.n = 177)
Factor
Item
2
3
4
5
1

23
9
14
25
13
34
21
4
10
6
29
27
7
8
31
2
20
22
11
35
1
15
3
26
5

.91
.78
.74
.66
.63
.63
.62
.58
.56
.84
.83
.81
.76
.75
.74
.77
.75
.74
.72
.70
.67
.62
.62
.53

12
19
24
30
16
18
32
33
17
28
Note. All factor loadings > .4 are shown.

-.79
-.73
-.65
-.63
-.62
-.49

.74
.73
.62
.60
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Table 5.7 Factor intercorrelations for samples 1. 5, and 13
Factor

1

2

3

4

Sample 1

Factor

1

1.00

2

-.10

1.00

3

.29

-.00

1.00

4

-.25

.23

-.14

1.00

5

.29

-.07

.13

.01

1.00

Sample 5

1

1.00

2

-.11

1.00

3

.25

-.05

1.00

4

-.23

.26

.04

1.00

5

31

-.02

.16

.06

1.00

Sample 13

1

1.00

2

-.03

1.00

3

.26

-.08

1.00

4

-.27

.23

-.02

1.00

5

31

-.02

.17

.08

1.00

Notes. For sample 1 N = 937, for sample 5 n = 370, and for sample 13 n = 177.

It is suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (1989) that in accepting a solution, ce

criteria for loading onto factors and minimal cross loadings have to be satisfie

item to be accepted as loading upon a factor an item has to have a loading of .4
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There were 13 items not loading onto factors (viz., loading <A) during the analyses.
The 13 items comprised of one item not loading once (viz., item 17), three items not

loading twice (viz., items 4,5, and 10), and two items not loading thrice (viz., items 6

and 15). As the items were associated with their appropriate theme or factor and the le
of occurrence was infrequent, no further investigation was warranted.

From all 13 versions of the principal components analyses there were only six cases

of cross loading; two items cross loaded once (viz., items 15 and 28) and two items cros

loaded twice (viz., items 6 and 18). As the difference between the cross loadings on the
factors was minimal, and the items made the most psychological sense where they were
originally placed by Frost et al. (1990), these cross loadings were not investigated
further. Frost et al. reported several items (none specifically referred to) from the

parental expectation dimension (viz., items 1, 11, 15,20, and 26) cross loading onto the

parental criticism dimension (viz., items 3,5, 22, and 35). Only item 15 was found to be
cross loading in this study, and that was only on one occasion.

The resultant placement of the 35 items within the five factors shows considerable

agreement with Frost et al.'s (1990) six factor solution. Factor 1 is equivalent to Fro
al.'s CM subscale, factor 2 to the O subscale, factor 3 to the combined PC and PE
subscales (viz., PC+PE), factor 4 to the PS subscale, and factor 5 to the D subscale.

The factor structure intercorrelations illustrate a high level of independence between

the 5 general factors across all 13 samples. This is not surprising given that the fact

are meant to represent the most cited characteristics of perfectionism (Frost et al., 19

that is, the factors are empirically and anecdotally rather than theoretically derived.
of the foci to this body of research is the development of two general measures of
perfectionism (viz., the positive aspects and the negative aspects). Although the
discreteness of the factors is apparent the possibility of a two factor solution is not

entirely ruled out, albeit that a two factor solution would be a poor interpretation (b

solely upon this information). It appears as though factors 1 and 4 would be the two

major sub themes (and they are negatively correlated), while the other factors c

loosely associated these two factors (factor 1 with factors 3 and 5: factor 4 wi

The principal components analyses run on the FMPS using Australian samples

provided different solutions to the one achieved by Frost et al. (1990). There w

difference in the factor structures between the solutions obtained by all the pa

(viz., sample 1: dependent sample), students only (sample 5: independent sample),

the sample that replicated Frost et al.'s (viz., sample 13). The principal compo

analyses generated five factors, and the items which comprise the five factors w

subjected to internal reliability analyses (Cronbach's a) (see Table 5.8), and w

to be internally consistent. Results from the reliability analyses supported the

of items 4 and 18 (viz., factor 4 to factor 1, and factor 1 to factor 4, respect

there was an indication that the removal of item 16 may increase the amount of v
explained, there was not enough evidence to support its removal.

Table 5.8 Internal reliability scores for Frost et al. (1990) and for samples 1,5, and 13
Frost et al.
Scale

Samples
Factor

1

5

13

CM

.88

1

.84

.87

.89

PS

.83

4

.82

.83

.86

PC

.84

3

.85

.88

.88

PE

.84

D

.77

5

.71

.77

.79

0

.93

2

.87

.89

.88

(PC and P E combined to form factor 3)

Notes. For Frost et al. (1990) N = 178, sample 1 N = 937, for sample 5 n = 370, and
for sample 13 n = 177.
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W h a t is interesting is that two replication studies (Parker & Adkins, 1995; Parker &
Stumpf, 1995) using American participants were both able to replicate Frost et al.'s
(1990) FMPS factor structure. A replication study utilising a German sample (Stober,

1998) arrived at a four (instead of six) factor solution, while the current study (Aus

participants) had a five factor solution. For both Stober and the current study the PC
PE subscales combined, on the other hand, the CM and D subscales combined for Stober
but not for the current study. Frost et al. reported having a number of items cross
loading, while Parker and Stumpf did not report on whether any items cross loaded or

not. Parker and Adkins reported that only question 15 was cross loading, with a heavie
loading on CM rather than PE. Stober found items 16 and 18 to be problematical. In

light of the problem of items cross loading, it is considered appropriate that further
analyses into the specific items of this perfectionism scale be carried out.

5.5.3 Indices of discrimination analyses
With the movement of items and the merging of two dimensions of the FMPS it
was considered appropriate to assess the indices of discrimination of the new factor

structures. Index of discrimination compares the extent to which an item discriminates

between a selected percentage of the top scoring participants on a scale (or subscale)
the same percentage at the bottom. This analysis generates for each item a difference

score (D-score) which ranges from 0.0 to 1.0. Ebel (1965) suggested that an item havin

a D-score above .40 is an effectively discriminating item, while a score ranging from

to 39 indicates a reasonably good item. Having a D-score between .20 to .29 signifies
marginal item that usually needs revision, and scoring .19 or below highlights a poor
item that requires revision. Only the items that were either unacceptable or marginal
samples 1 (viz., all participants) and 13 (viz., sample matching that used by Frost et
1990) are discussed.

Frost et al. (1990) devised the FMPS such that five of the subscales (e.g., CM, PS,

PC, PE, and D) are totalled to derive the overall perfectionism scale. When looking at
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P scale for sample 1, items 16, 23, and 3 4 had unacceptable D-scores (i.e.. D-score <
.19), while items 3, 5, 11, 13, 14, 15, 22, 25, 26, 28, 32, 33, and 35 needed revision
(i.e., D-score < .29). However, items 16 and 34 had acceptable D-scores (i.e., D-score
> 30) when placed in their component subscales (viz., PS and CM respectively), while

item 23 was still unacceptable. Of the items that needed revision only items 3. 5, 13,

25, and 35 still needed revision when considered within their component subscales. All
the other items of the FMPS discriminated adequately on both the overall P measure and
on their subscale. An index of discrimination analysis was then run on sample 13.

Assessing the 35 items on sample 13 showed that items 3, 5, and 35 had
unacceptable D-scores while items 15, 16, 22, 23, 26, and 34 needed revision. When
placed on their component subscales items 3,5, and 35 were unacceptable while items 15

and 34 needed revision. All the other items were acceptable on both P and their subsca

Of concern were items that were either unacceptable or needed revision on both
samples 1 and 13. Items 3,5, and 35 were unable to differentiate between high and low
perfectionism scores on samples 1 and 13 for both the overall P score and their

component subscale scores. All the other items were functioning effectively on at leas
one of the samples, and on either the overall P score or on their component subscale.

5.5.4 Face validity assessment
Given that a number of items from the FMPS failed the index of discrimination
analyses, a face validity assessment was performed as an adjunct to the indices of
discrimination analyses. According to Bryman and Cramer (1992), face validity is a

subjective assessment of whether the items associated with a theme or factor accuratel
reflects that theme or factor. By doing this secondary analysis two aims are achieved,

first it further supports the findings of the indices of discrimination and second (an
importantly), a method of deriving the reworded questions is obtained. The new
dimensional structure of the FMPS was assessed for face validity by a panel of four
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doctoral students (three in psychology and one in science). All the judges were made
aware of what face validity entailed, and were asked to rate the 3 5 items of the F M P S .
The judges found the items comprising the PS, D, and O dimensions to be clear and to
reflect the underlying theme of their associated dimensions. They, however, disagreed
on item 4 stating that it couldfiteither the C M or PS dimensions, even though this
question was performing adequately on both samples 1 and 13 from the indices of
discrimination analyses. All the judges had difficulties in interpreting the P C + P E
dimension (viz., items 1, 3, 5, 11, 15, 20, 22, 26 and 35), of which items 3, 5, and 35
failed the indices of discrimination test on both samples 1 and 13.

The judges agreed that item 4 could fit either the CM or the PS dimension. Frost
and Marten (1990) defined the C M dimension as the "tendency to interpret mistakes as
equivalent to failure, and a tendency to believe that one will lose the respect of others
following failure" (p. 564), and the P S dimension as "the setting of very high standards
and the excessive importance placed on these high standards for self-evaluation" (p. 564)
If the person perceives it to be a mistake not to set the highest standards, then item 4 fits
the C M dimension, whereas if the person sets the highest standards because it is
important to him or her then itfitsthe P S dimension. It was suggested that an alternative
wording be m a d e so that item 4 is less ambiguous andfitsthe C M dimension. Table 5.9
shows the original and reworded versions of item 4.

Table 5.9 Original and reworded versions of item 4
If I do not set the highest standards for myself, I am likely to end up a second-rate
person, (original)
It would be a mistake if I didn't set the highest standards for myself, for I would most
likely end up a second-rate person, (reworded)
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Frost and Marten (1990) defined parental expectations as the "tendency to believe

that one's parents set very high goals" (p. 564) and parental criticism as the "perce

that one's parents are (or were) overly critical" (p. 564). The judges concurred that
the PC+PE items were associated with parental influences. The items from the PC

dimension (e.g., 3, 5, 22, and 35) were considered to be either ambiguous (e.g., 22 a

35) or inappropriate (e.g., 3 and 5), and three of the four items (viz., items 3, 5, a

but not 22) failed indices of discrimination. On the other hand, the items from the P
dimension (e.g., 1, 11, 15, 20, and 26) were deemed to be appropriate, and they
performed adequately on the indices of discrimination analysis. Therefore, it was
decided to reword all four PC items (see Table 5.10).

Table 5.10 Original and reworded versions of the Parental Criticism subscale items
Item 3
As a child, I was punished for doing things less than perfect (sic), (original)
As a child, I was criticised for doing things less than perfectly, (reworded)

Item 5
My parents never tried to understand my mistakes, (original)
My parent's always criticised me for my mistakes, (reworded)

Item 22
I never felt like I could meet my parent's expectations, (original)
My parents have always been overly critical of me. (reworded)

Item 35
I never felt like I could meet my parent's standards, (original)
My parents have always been overly critical of my mistakes, (reworded)
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In their original wordings items 3, 5, 22, and 3 5 were suggesting themes that were

not parental criticism. The original wording of item 3 suggested punishment rather tha

criticism, while item 5 dealt with the lack of parental empathy. Items 22 and 35 had a

similar problem in that both asked why a person felt like he or she could not meet the

parents' expectations (item 22) or standards (item 35), and both can be explained with
reference to parental criticism.

It was concluded from the results of the index of discrimination and face validity

analyses, that the items comprising the parental criticism subscale had to be reworded
before they could be used in the psychometric assessment of the FMPS. As such they

were removed from further analyses into the FMPS. This was of concern for it (viz., PC
dimension) was theorised to be a major component in the development of perfectionism
(Frost et al., 1990; Frost & Marten, 1990). The reworded PC items were reintroduced
into the scale in chapter 9.

5.5.5 Item reliability analyses
Based upon the results of the index of discrimination and face validity review, the
five factor principal components analysis was re-run on samples 1,5, and 13 using the
31 item FMPS. Reading from the pattern matrix of the oblique solution showed that all
questions loaded as expected, and one item cross loaded (on sample 13 item 26). The

current formulation of the FMPS differs from Frost et al.'s (1990) version in that fou
questions have been removed, questions 4 and 18 changing subscales (e.g., from PS to
CM, and from CM to PS respectively). Table 5.11 displays the internal reliability
(Cronbach's a) of the factors and contrasts them to the appropriate dimensions of the
FMPS. Two validation studies (Parker & Adkins, 1995; Parker & Stumpf, 1995), on
American samples, reported the same levels of reliability for the FMPS subscales.
However they did not report the levels of variance explained.
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Overall, the reliability measures for the F M P S subscales are acceptable for both the
American and Australian formulations. The various dimensions of the FMPS reached
comparable and acceptable reliability levels across the four samples, American

participants, all Australian participants, Australian students, and Australian female
introductory psychology students. For Frost et al. (1990) the PC dimension was the

third strongest factor explaining 8.6% of the variance out of the total variance of 6
The Australian samples 1, 5, and 13 without the PC dimension explained 54.2%, 58.7%,
and 60.4% of the total variance. Even though the FMPS used with the Australian

samples has a slightly different factor structure (no PC dimension, and questions 4 a
18 changing subscales) to the one used by Frost et al., the performance of the scale
be deemed acceptable.

5.6 Comparison of American and Australian FMPS scores
Comparing the means and standard deviations obtained on the FMPS dimensions
for the American and Australian samples shows minor differences. Neither the overall
or PC scores can be contrasted, for the PC dimension was removed from the Australian
samples and the PC dimension is used in deriving an overall P score. The Australian
samples have marginally higher CM and D scores than the American sample, with smaller
standard deviations on CM and similar standard deviations on D. On the PS, PE, and O

dimensions the American sample has slightly higher scores and standard deviations tha
the Australian samples. Table 5.12 displays the means and standard deviations for the
American and Australian samples.

Table 5.12 Comparison of the means (and standard deviations) achieved by Frost et al.
(1991) and samples 1,5, and 13
Samples
Subscale

Frost et al.

P

76.4(17.1)

CM

19.7(7.1)

1 20.5(5.8) 213(6.4) 22.0(6.6)

PS

25.9 (53)

4 22.8 (4.8) 23.7 (4.9) 23.7 (4.9)

PC

6.8 (3.2)

no PC subscale was used with the Australian samples

PE

14.7 (4.5)

3 12.6(3.7) 12.8(3.9) 12.8(3.7)

D

9.4 (3.0)

5 10.4(3.0) 11.1(3.2) 11.2(3.2)

0

23.2 (5.6)

2 22.6(4.2) 22.1(4.6) 223(4.4)

Factor

1

5

13

1+3+4+5 663(12.4) 68.9(13.4) 69.6(13.6)

Notes. For Frost et al. (1991) N = 42, for sample 1 N = 937, for sample 5 n = 370, and
for sample 13 n = 177.

5.7 Comparison of American and Australian FMPS correlations

Correlations were obtained to compare the American and Australian formulations of
the FMPS and its component subscales. To differentiate between whether the Frost

(1990) or the Australian version of a subscale is being used, the Australian vers

have "(A)" after the subscale abbreviation. Table 5.13 displays the obtained corr
starting with sample 1, and then followed by samples 5 and 13.

Comparing the changes on samples 1,5, and 13, the correlations between P and
P(A), CM and CM(A), and PS and PS(A) were high, positive and significant (lowest

.97; p_< .001 in all cases). This result indicated that the American and Australi

versions of scoring the FMPS were comparable. Intercorrelations between the subsc

of the FMPS were not compared between the American and Australian samples because

the removal of the PC dimension would change the relationship between the subscal

Table 5.13 Correlations between the American and Australian scoring of the FMPS
subscales using samples 1, 5, and 13
FMPS scales and subscales
P(A)

CM

CM(A)

PS

PS(A)

PE

D

.30
.19
.34

.15
.02

-.01

Sample 1
P(A)

CM
CM(A)

PS
PS(A)

PE
D
0

.98
.83
.82
.69
.68
.67
.54
.16

.86
.85
.74
.74
.61
.55
.17

.98
.48
.49
35
.44
.13

.50
.45
34
.41
.13

.97
30
.17
34

Sample 5
P(A)

CM
CM(A)

PS
PS(A)

PE
D
0

.96
.84
.84
.65
.66
.64
.64
.15

.81
.81
.69
.71
.57
.59
.41

.98
.47
.51
31
.51
.14

.51
.49
30
.52
.14

.97
.18
30
35

.20
.29
.36

.19
-.06

.02

Sample 13
P(A)

CM
CM(A)

PS
PS(A)

PE
D
0

.98
.87
.86
.70
.69
.61
.67
.09

.89
.87
.77
.76
.53
.69
.14

.98
.58
.58
.29
.54
.09

.58
.53
.29
.52
.08

.97
.18
.40
32

.18
.41
.32

.21
-.08

.04

Note. An "(A)" indicates the Australian version of the subscale.
For sample 1 N = 937, for sample 5 n = 370, and for sample 13 n = 177.
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5.8 Summary
The principal purpose of this chapter was a psychometric assessment of the FMPS,

and that was the first aim of the study (viz., assess and compare the performance of th
FMPS when using an Australian as against an American sample). To an extent there is
consistency in the way both the American and the Australian samples responded to the
FMPS. The areas reviewed were; reliability and variance explained (see Table 5.10), the
scores and standard deviations achieved on the FMPS subscales (see Table 5.11), and the
internal correlations between the FMPS subscales (see Table 5.12).

In attempting to replicate the FMPS factor structure on an Australian sample

problems were encountered. There were five resultant effects from the various analyses.
First, the PC and PE subscales combined, and then (second) the PC subscale (e.g.,

questions 3, 5, 22, and 35) was removed from the FMPS due to it failing both the indice
of discrimination analyses and face validity assessment. Third, these questions were
reworded and are reintroduced into the scale (in chapter 9). Fourth, two questions
changed dimensions (viz., question 4 from PS to CM, and question 18 from CM to PS).
The fifth effect was that question 4 was found to be ambiguous, and so was reworded
(and is reintroduced to the scale in chapter 9).

The issue of dependence (sample 1 )/independence (sample 5) of the participant pool
was touched upon, and the results obtained from these analyses indicates there are
minimal differences between the two samples (so far). The dual analyses are continued
into chapters 6 and 7.

To assist the reader in following the further development of the FMPS (within this
thesis), a name change has been used to reflect the modifications which have occurred

thus far. For the following three chapters (viz., chapters 6 to 8) the perfectionism sc
used is the FMPSn. The FMPSn is the FMPS with the PC subscale removed, and
questions 4 and 18 swapping between the PS to CM dimensions.
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Due to the necessity of rewording and reintroducing items back into the F M P S n a
third aim to the thesis evolved. The third aim was:

(Aim 3)
The development and re introduction of the reworded items (viz.,
items 3, 4, 5, 22, and 35) back into the FMPSII.
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Chapter 6
Further development of the Frost Multidimensional
Perfectionism Scale II (FMPSII)

6.1 Introduction
The previous chapter investigated the structure of Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS and

found that several alterations were required, this resulted in the formation of the FM
As a further development of the FMPSn two further dimensions were proposed. These
two dimensions were based upon Hamachek's (1978) distinction of normal and neurotic

perfectionism (see section 13). One of the subscales represents the positive aspects o

perfectionism (viz., normal perfectionism), while the other represents the negative as
of perfectionism (viz., neurotic perfectionism). It was expected that positive aspects
perfectionism (or POS) would comprise the PS and O dimensions for they have been

associated with positive mental health, while negative aspects of perfectionism (or NE
would comprise the CM, PE, and D dimensions as they have been associated with
negative mental health (Adkins & Parker, 1996; Norman et al., 1998; Stober, 1998).

The need for the POS and NEG subscales was based upon the proposition that the

overall perfectionism score (viz., P) gave too gross a measure of perfectionism, while
subscales (viz., CM, PS, PE, D, and O) were too focused on specific attributes of
perfectionism. Having gross and specific measures can lead to problems in locating

relationship(s) between perfectionism and other constructs such as locus of control or
coping style. Having too gross a measure can lead to either not finding relationships

because the measure is too broad, or when a relationship is found, for it to be of lit
meaning for the scale is all encompassing. In the same way having too narrow a scale
leads to similar problems, because the scale is so specific any effect may be lost in
background information, or it cannot be generalised.
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Associated with the development of the P O S and N E G subscales was the status of
the O dimension within the FMPSn. Frost et al. (1990) argued that O is a secondary

rather than a primary dimension of perfectionism. However, it is countered that, in t
they were either harsh in their findings, or that they consciously or unconsciously
developed a perfectionism measure weighted towards the negative aspects of

perfectionism, or some combination of these explanations (see section 4.2). In an ef
to make the overall perfectionism measure more "balanced" the O dimension was
included, and its status was reassessed against the other FMPSn dimensions.

The dual analyses utilising samples 1 and 5 were continued in this chapter. There
was a slight change in the composition of the two samples and so they both underwent
name change (viz., sample 1 became sample la, and sample 5 became sample 5a - refer
section 6.2.1).

6.2 Method
6.2.1 Participants
Refer to section 5.3.1 for details about the participants.

6.2.2 Materials
The FMPSn was the perfectionism measure used. It was based upon Frost et al.'s
(1990) FMPS and incorporated the changes suggested in chapter 5. These changes were:
i) the removal of the PC dimension (viz., questions 3, 5, 22, and 35);
ii) question 4 was moved from PS to CM;
iii) question 18 was moved from CM to PS.

6.2.3 Procedures
Refer to section 53.3 for an explanation of the procedures.
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6.3

Development

of the POS

and NEG

subscales

To ascertain if the FMPSII could be sorted into the positive and negative aspects of
perfectionism the completed questionnaire results were subjected to a principal
components analysis. The analysis looked for a two factor solution using the same
criteria as chapter 5 (see section 5.5.2).

The obtained solutions (utilising samples la and 5a) showed a high level of
consistency, and in both analyses the items from CM, PE, and D loaded onto factor one.
Items associated with this factor were deemed to represent the negative aspects of
perfectionism (viz., NEG). Factor two contained the remaining items of the FMPSII

(viz., PS and O), and they were deemed to represent the positive aspects of perfection

(viz., POS). There was a total of eight minor discrepancies from the two solutions. The
same two discrepancies occurred for both samples la and 5a, two unique discrepancies
occurred for sample la, and two unique discrepancies occurred for sample 5a.

For both samples la and 5a items 18 and 24 (both from PS) loaded onto factor one,
whereas they were expected to load onto factor two. Item 18 had a loading of around .6

on both samples, whereas item 24 had a loading of .43 on sample la and was less than .4

for sample 5a. These findings indicate that item 18 was not being interpreted as inten

(viz., in a positive rather than a negative light), and that item 24 needs rewording. F

sample la item 26 was associated with factor one (i.e., loading < .4) and item 19 loade
onto factor two. For sample 5a item 26 was associated with factor two (i.e., loading <

.4) while item 19 loaded onto both factors. Both these findings can be ignored, as item

26 failed to achieve the loading criteria for both samples la and 5a, while item 19 wa

the lower end of the loading range (less than .5). What is highlighted by these findin

that a number of items need to be reworded if the quality of the scale is to be improve
The eigenvalues, percentage of variance explained, and Cronbach's alphas from the
principal components analyses are displayed in Table 6.1. Table 6.2 displays the two

factor solution to the principal components analysis utilising samples la and 5a, and
includes the factor loadings greater than or equal to .4.

Table 6.1 Eigenvalues, percent of variance, and Cronbach's alphas for samples la a
5a

Sample la

Sample 5a

POS

NEG

POS

(factor 1)

(factor 2)

(factor 1)

(factor 2)

Eigenvalue

7.35

4.54

7.83

4.42

Variance

22.2%

12.8%

25.3%

14.3%

Cronbach's a

.84

.85

.88

.86

NEG

Note. For sample la n = 865, for sample 5a n - 298.

There is great similarity between the results obtained employing samples la and 5a
A number of points of interest from comparing and contrasting the results are:
i) the placement of items 18 and 24 on NEG rather than on POS;
ii) the cross loading of items 30, 6, and 19;

iii) the non-loading of items 32, 26, and 1 for sample la, and the non-loading of
24, 1, and 26 for sample 5a;
iv) item 26 moving from NEG for sample la to POS for sample 5a, and item 19
loading on POS for sample la to cross-loading (heavier loading on NEG) for
sample 5a.

As the derivation of these factors was theoretically rather than empirically driv

they had acceptable internal consistency, further investigation into these points

considered warranted. Therefore, the POS dimension is derived by summing the PS an
O subscales, while the NEG dimension is comprised of summing the CM, PE, and D

subscales. The preceding analyses indicate the FMPSn is conducive to a dichotomous
perspective (viz., POS and NEG), and allows for further development of Hamachek's
(1978) bipolar approach.
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Table 6.2 Principal components analysis of the FMPSII with a two factor solution
Sample la
(n = 865)
Factor

Item

1

13
25
14
18
23
21
9
15
4
34
28
17
10
20
11
24
33
32
26
1

.67
.66
.65
.64
.63
.63
.59
.57
.56
.51
.50
.50
.46
.45
.45
.43
.42

31
7
29
2
8
27
19
12
16
30
6

.42
.41

Sample 5a
(n = 298)
Factor

2

.80
.77
.74
.73
.70
.65
.49
.47
.47
.43
.41

Item

1

2

14
9
23
25
13
21
15
18
4
34
28
17
10
32
33
11
20
19
24
1

.70
.70
.70
.69
.67
.65
.63
.61
.58
.56
.56
.55
.54
.52
.47
.47
.46
.46

.43

31
7
2
27
29
8
16
6
12
30
26

.82
.79
.77
.73
.73
.72
.52
.44
.44
.42

Note. All factor loadings > .4 are shown.

Note. Factor 2 (or P O S = PS + O ) is weighted towards organisation. This is easily

explained given that the organisation subscale is more psychometrically "tight" th

personal standards subscale (see section 5.5.2). The extent to which factor 2 (or t

dimension) is biased towards organisation over personal standards is illustrated i
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Even though the P O S dimension has a bias towards organisation, it is still
presented as a perfectionism rather than an organisation scale for four reasons;
i) To state that the amalgamation of the PS and O dimensions gives rise to an
"organisational scale" rather than "a positive aspects of perfectionism scale" would
be inconsistent with the line of reasoning being developed within the thesis thus far.
ii) The organisation dimension has been accepted by a number of authors as a
dimension of perfectionism (Ablard & Parker, 1997; Frost et al., 1991, 1993;
Parker & Adkins, 1995).
iii) Frost et al. (1993) investigated the relationship between the MPS of Frost et al.
(1990) and the MPS of Hewitt and Rett (1991). They synthesised the nine
subscales from the two perfectionism measures down to a two factor solution.
These were labelled "Maladaptive Evaluation Concerns" (viz., comprising CM, PC,
PE, and D from Frost et al., and SPP from Hewitt and Rett) and "Positive
Striving" (viz., comprising PS and O from Frost et al., and SOP and OOP from
Hewitt and Rett). Positive striving reflects the positive aspects of perfectionism in
the form of the adaptive aspect of personal motivation. The grouping of PS and O
is also supported by Stober (1997) who believes they "relate more to the positive
aspects of perfectionism" (p 484). Thus the grouping of PS and O as a
perfectionism measure, rather than a organisational measure, is consistent with this
thesis and is supportive of the literature.
iv) Further support for Organisation to be considered a dimension of perfectionism is
given by the research of Lee (submitted doctoral thesis). He utilised people who
scored in the upper tenth percentile on the overall perfectionism scale of the FMPS,

and then gave these individuals a structured interview regarding their perfectionistic
behaviours. The responses were content analysed to derive general themes and
higher order themes. Lee named one of his higher order themes "organised and
neat". This higher order theme reflects a tendency and/or preference for a clean,
organised, and an effectively time-managed environment. This is the first study, as
reported by Lee, to specifically identify precisians and then to discern from these

perfectionists what they perceive are their perfectionistic behavioural characteristics.
This finding adds further support to the presented argument that organisation is a
component (dimension) of perfectionism.

A number of researchers have operationalised Hamachek's (1978) dichotomy (viz..
(Ashby & Kottman, 1996; Davis, 1997; Frost et al., 1993; Johnson & Slaney, 1996;
Parker, 1997; Slade & Owens, 1998; Terry-Short et al., 1995). No meaningful
comparisons can be made between the work of these researchers and that of these current
two factor solutions because they did one or more of the following:
i) they did not report their two factor item loadings and percentage of variance
explained;
ii) they did not employ the FMPS;
iii) if they did employ the FMPS they defined neurotic as being the top one-third
scorers and normal as the bottom one-third scores on one of the FMPS dimensions.

Terry-Short et al. (1995) reported the amount of variance explained. However, no direct
comparison can be made between the two formulations as Terry-Short et al. used an

amalgam of perfectionism scales to derive their perfectionism measure. It is interestin
note, however, that their positive and negative perfectionism construct was able to
account for 30.9% of the variance. Their value is less than the values achieved by this
present study (viz., 35.0% for sample la and 39.6% for sample 5a).

To assess which of the two formulations of the overall perfectionism score (viz., P
or P+O) is the more balanced perspective a principal components analyses was used. In
this way an assessment can be made of the cross-loading of the overall perfectionism
measure. The more "rounded" overall perfectionism measure between P and P+O would

be the one which "most-equally" loads onto the two factors. The results of the principa
component analyses are displayed in Table 6.3.
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Table 6.3 Principal components analysis of the FMPSII scale/subscales with a two
factor solution; comparison of the P versus the P + O overall perfectionism score
derivations

Scale
/subscale

Factors

1

Scale

2

/subscale

Factors
1

2

S a m p h ? la

NEG

CM
P
D
PE

.99
.82
.76
.73
.64

.45

.96
.90
.68

POS

0
PS

CM

.99
.82

P+O

.73

D
PE

.73
.65

NEG

.52

.96
.90
.67

POS

0
PS
Sampl<e 5a

NEG

CM
P
D
PE
POS

0
PS

.98
.86
.81
.75
.67

CM
D

.98
.80
.76

P+O

.72

PE

.68

NEG

.44

.96
.90
.70

POS

0
PS

.55

.97
.91
.71

Note. For sample la n = 865, for sample 5a n = 298.
All factor loadings > .4 are shown.

W h e n comparing the level of relationship between P O S (factor 2) and N E G (factor
1) with the two derivations of the overall perfectionism score (viz., P and P + O ) on both
samples la and 5a, it is evident that the P + O formulation is the more balanced of the two.
This is indicated by the lower correlation between N E G and P + O than the one achieved
by N E G and P, and by the higher correlation between P O S and P + O than the one
achieved by P O S and P. Combining the results of the correlations achieved by P O S and
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N E G suggests that the P + O formulation is more representative of both the positive and

negative aspects of perfectionism, while the P (only) formulation is more indicative of
negative aspects of perfectionism.

6.4 Calculation of an overall perfectionism score
Correlations were used to assess if there is a difference between the current overall
perfectionism measure (viz., P) and the newly proposed perfectionism measure (viz.,
P+O). This was achieved by testing the difference between two non independent r's as

suggested by Howell (1992). A full explanation and table of correlations, t, and p_ valu
are given in Appendix 4. The results were:
i) P+O had higher correlations with POS, PS, and O than P had with the same three
dimensions;
ii) P had higher correlations with NEG, CM, PE, and D than P+O had with the same
four dimensions.

All the differences were significant at rj < .01 level for sample la. For sample 5a all

differences were significant at p_ < .05 level apart from D, which just failed to achie
significance. From the assessment of samples la and 5a the indication is that the

proposed new formulation of the overall perfectionism score is an acceptable alternativ

format. It (viz., P+O) is more representative of a global measure of perfectionism rathe
than a more negative or neurotic perspective as suggested by Frost et al.'s (1990)
formulation of the overall perfectionism score.

6.5 Age effects analyses
As there was a large age range for sample la (youngest = 14.4 years, oldest = 87.6
years, M = 46.5, SD = 13.3) and for sample 5a (youngest = 17.9 years, oldest = 54.6
years, M = 23.6, SD = 8.2) the FMPSn was correlated with age (see Table 6.4). The

obtained results suggest there are no age effects (to speak of) operating within any of
FMPSn dimensions.
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Table 6.4 Correlations between age and the FMPSn's dimensions for samples la and
5a

P P+O POS NEG CM PS PE D O
Sample la
Age

-.13

-.08

.04

-.14

-.11

-.14

-.03

-.13

.16

-.04

.00

.12

-.08

-.07

-.00

-.03

-.02

.13

Sample 5a
Age

Note. For sample la n = 865, for sample 5a n = 298.

6.6 Gender effects analyses
To test for gender effects oneway manovas were used on all the F M P S n variables.
Due to the large difference in the number of males and females (for sample la females n
= 504 and males n = 361, while for sample 5a females n = 211 and males n = 87) the
harmonic mean was used. Table 6.5 displays the obtained means and standard deviations
together with the results from the oneway manovas.

For sample la, on the PS subscale there was a significant difference (F(l, 863)
5.46, p_< .05) between the female and male scores. Males report setting higher personal
standards than females. There was also a significant gender effect (F_( 1, 863) = 10.88, p_
< .01) for the O dimension, with females considering themselves to be more organised
and tidy, and preferring organisation and tidiness more than males. The P O S subscale,
comprised of the addition of the PS and O subscales, demonstrated no gender effect (F( 1,
863) = 0.10, p_ = ns). This was likely to be due to the gender effects for PS and O being
in opposite directions, and therefore cancelling each other out. There were no other
significant gender effects on the other perfectionism dimensions.
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For sample 5a there were no significant differences on the perfectionism overall and

dimensional scores. That is, there are no gender effects on the perfectionism dimensio
between university students. The difference between samples la and 5a is on the PS and
the O dimensions. Amongst the general sample (viz., la) males tend to set higher
personal standards while females have a greater preference for tidiness and order.

6.7 Status of the Organisation dimension within the FMPSII
The first aim of the current research was to reassess the status of the O dimension

within the perfectionism scale. When looking at how the O dimension was utilised in the
FMPS as against how it is utilised in the FMPSn, it is obvious that a change of status
from secondary to primary status is warranted.

All the dimensions of the FMPS, apart from O, are utilised as both stand alone
subscales and as part of the summation of the overall perfectionism measure. Frost et
(1990) suggests that O only be used as a stand alone subscale. The FMPSn, on the other
hand, has three specific uses for all dimensions (including O):
i) as a stand alone subscale;
ii) as part of the summation of the (new) overall perfectionism measure;
iii) in the derivation of either the POS or NEG subscales.
With the extra emphasis placed upon the O dimension within the FMPSn, specifically
with both the new overall perfectionism derivation and the bipartisan splitting of the
perfectionism construct (viz., POS and NEG), its influence in generating the

perfectionism scores is now on par with the other dimensions. The equality of status fo
the O dimension was also proposed by Stober (1998). In light of the presented
information the O dimension will now be changed from a secondary to a primary
dimension of perfectionism.

Ill
6.8

Summary

and

conclusion

Analyses from chapter 6 have shown how readily the POS and NEG dimensions
were able to be derived from the existing dimensions of the FMPSII. The new

formulation of the overall perfectionism score (P+O) is a more generalised score, and i
more reflective of both the positive and negative aspects of perfectionism. There were
age effects occuring within the FMPSn, while there were only two significant gender
effects (only on the dependent sample - sample la). Males tended to set higher personal

standards than females, and females tended to be more tidy and prefer more organisation
than males. These two dimensions (viz., PS and O) comprise the POS dimension, and as
their effects were in the opposite direction there was no resultant gender effects for
The status of the O dimension was changed from secondary to primary in response to a

re-examination of how it was originally classified, research (viz., Stober, 1998), and it
now having a more central role in the derivation of perfectionism dimensions.

The investigation into the effect of dependent/independent samples on the obtained
results has shown minor differences between samples la and 5a. These minor
differences are of such a low level that they do not impact substantially upon the
conclusions drawn. Further investigation into the dependent/independent issue will
continue in chapter 7.

The conclusion drawn from the analyses within this chapter is that Frost et al.
(1990) emphasised the negative aspects of perfectionism in the development of their
FMPS. The FMPSn with its reformulation of both the dimensions, and how the

dimensions are used to derive composite measures, presents a more balanced perspective.
This balanced perspective has its basis in Hamachek's (1978) normal and neurotic
perfectionism schemas. The following chapter will employ the modifications to the
FMPSn suggested in this chapter, which are:
i) to employ the newly derived POS and NEG subscales;

112
ii)

to incorporate the O dimension in the derivation of the overall perfectionism

measure.

113
Chapter 7
Relationships between perfectionism, locus of control, and
coping style

7.1

Introduction

Before the investigation into family generational effects for the development of
perfectionism was undertaken, the relationship between perfectionism, locus of control.
and coping style w a s assessed. It w a s argued that the relationships between the
dimensions of locus of control and coping style, with perfectionism are best understood
using the newly derived dimensions of positive aspects of perfectionism (viz., P O S ) and
negative aspects of perfectionism (viz., N E G ) dichotomy.

As was argued in chapter 6, having an overall perfectionism measure is too
encompassing. B y breaking d o w n this measure into the positive aspects and negative
aspects of perfectionism, more meaningful relationships between the variables would be
unearthed. T h e dimensions within locus of control and coping style have contrasting
relationships with psychopathology (see sections 3.2 and 3 3 respectively). A s such it is
reasoned that there will be differences in the relationships between these variables (viz.,
locus of control and coping style) and perfectionism. It is these disparate relationships
between locus of control and coping style with perfectionism that will help distinguish the
person w h o displays the positive aspects of perfectionism from the person w h o displays
the negative aspects of perfectionism. T h e distinction between the P O S and N E G
dimensions w a s taken a step further by then taking the median split of these two variables
to derive four categories (viz., high P O S high N E G , high P O S low N E G , low P O S high
N E G , and low P O S low N E G ) . These four categories were then assessed against the
locus of control and coping style personality traits. However, before attempting to
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establish the links between perfectionism, locus of control, and coping style, both locus
of control and coping style were assessed for age and gender effects.

The investigation into the dependent/independent sample effects upon the analyses

is continued within chapter 7. An overview of the results of these analyses together
the conclusions drawn will be given at the end of this chapter (see section 7.8).

7.2 Method
7.2.1 Participants
Refer to section 5.3.1 for details about the participants.

7.2.2 Materials
The FMPSn was the perfectionism measure used. It is based upon the FMPS of

Frost et al. (1990) and incorporates the developments discussed in chapters 5 and 6.
modifications to the FMPS to make it the FMPSn were:
i) the PC dimension was removed (viz., questions 3, 5, 22, and 35 were removed);
ii) question 4 moved from PS to CM;
iii) question 18 moved from CM to PS;
iv) the calculation of the overall perfectionism score (P) was changed, and is now
derived from totalling the CM, PS, PE, D, and O dimensions.
The FMPSn also has two general dimensions which measure the positive aspects of

perfectionism (viz., POS = PS + O) and the negative aspects of perfectionism (viz., NE

= CM + PE + D).

For a description of the locus of control (viz., Levenson, 1973; Multidimensional

Locus of Control scale - MLoc) and coping style (viz., Miller, 1980; Miller Behaviou
Style Scale - MBSS) scales used in this chapter refer to section 5.3.2.
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7.2.3 Procedures
Refer to section 5.3.3 for an explanation of the procedures.

7.3 Age effects analyses

Pearson's product moment correlations were used to test for age effects.

though no age effects were found within the FMPSn, both Levenson's (1973

Miller's (1980) coping style construct were examined for age effects. Th

based upon the wide range of ages within the sample. No age effects were

of the dimensions of either construct regardless of whether sample la or
Table 7.1 for age effects results).

Table 7.1 Correlations between age and the MLoc and MBSS subscales for s
and 5a

MLoc

i

PO

MBSS
C

M

N

-.13

.04

-.16

-.03

Sample la
.08

-.05

-.06
Sample 5a

Age

.12

-.10

-.09

Note. For sample la n = 865, and for sample 5a n = 298.

7.4 Gender effects analyses

The same procedure to test for gender effects within perfectionism was u

locus of control and coping style scales. That is, oneway manovas were u

gender differences. Due to the large difference in the number of females

sample la females n = 504 and males n = 361, while for sample 5a females
males n = 87) the harmonic mean was used. There were significant gender

internality dimension of locus of control, and on the blunting dimension

for both samples la and samples 5a (see Table 7.2 for means and standard deviations).
For internality there was a significant difference (F( 1, 863) = 4.33, p_ < .05 - sample 1 a;
F(l, 296) = 4.01, p_< .05 - sample 5a) between the male and female scores. Males were
more inclined than females to believe in their own agency in explaining causality. The
blunting dimension had a significant difference (F( 1, 863) = 4.04, p_ < .05 - sample 1 a;
F(l, 296) = 9.52, p. < .01 - sample 5a) between the female and male scores. Females
reported a greater propensity than males to ignore, or refute, situational cues from within
their environment, as a means of controlling their situationally produced anxiety. Miller
(1990) reports no gender effects in the M B S S . However, often the blunting dimension is
not reported in studies as it is not as predictive as the monitoring dimension.

Table 7.2 Gender differences analyses results for locus of control and coping s
<>ample la

Sample 5a

Females

Males

F

Females

M (SD)

M (SD)

(1,863)

M (SD)

34.6 (4.5)

35.2 (4.5) 433*

34.6 (4.2)

35.1 (3.8) 4.01*

Males

F

M (SD) (1,296)

MLoc
I
PO

22.1 (5.5) 22.6 (5.8)

1.98

22.6 (5.5)

22.8(6.1)

.08

C

22.6 (5.5)

22.0 (5.8)

2.42

22.7 (5.0)

22.9 (6.1)

.10

M

11.4(2.7)

11.2(2.8)

1.91

11.9(2.5)

11.3 (2.4)

B

5.5 (2.5)

5.2 (2.4)

4.04*

5.6 (2.6)

4.6 (2.4)

MBSS

Note. For sample la n = 865, and for sample 5a n = 298.
* = p_<.05;** = p_<.01.

3.52
9.52**
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T o summarise, and to combine the results of the gender effect analysis for
perfectionism, locus of control, and coping style:
i) for perfectionism - males had higher personal standards than females, and females
were more organised and had higher preferences for tidiness than males;
ii) for locus of control - males hold stronger beliefs in their own causality for the
events within their lives than females;
iii) for coping style - females, to a greater extent than males, ignore or refute
information from within their environment as a means of controlling their anxiety.

7.5 Relationships between perfectionism with locus of control and
coping style
To establish if there were any relationships between perfectionism with locus of
control and coping style, multiple oneway manovas were employed due to high levels of
correlations between the perfectionism dimensions. The perfectionism variables were
split into two groups to avoid multicollinearity problems, which meant that there were
"two" runs of the analyses: P, CM, PS, PE, and D, comprised run 1; while POS, NEG,
and O comprised run 2. The differentiation between the two runs and the Wilks' Lambda
indices, from the analyses between locus of control and coping style with perfectionism
are displayed in Table 7.3 for both samples la and 5a. If a significant effect occurred
from the oneway manova, then post hoc analyses needed to be carried out to determine
on what variables the relationship(s) existed. The results were the same for both

samples, all the locus of control dimensions (viz., I, PO, and C) and only the monitoring
dimension (viz., M) of the coping style construct achieved significance. Thus further
analyses were carried out upon these variables. No relationship was found between
blunting (B; from the coping style construct) and perfectionism.

1
Table 7.3 Oneway manova analyses results between perfectionism with locus of
control, and perfectionism with coping style

Run

n

Wilks*

Exact

Hypothetical

Error

Lambda

F

df

df

5
3
5
3
5
3

612
614
571
573
548
550

5
3
5
3

605
607
722
724

5
3
5
3
5
3

268
270
253
255
241
243

5
3
5
3

250
252
252
254

Sample la

MLoc

i
PO

c
MBSS
M
B

l

305.0

->

306.0

l

284.5

T

285.5

1
2

273.0

1

301.5

~>

302.5

1

360.0

->

361.0

274.0

.87
.90
.80
.82
.78
.81
.98
.98
.99
1.0

17.54***
22.04***
29.27***
42.79***
31.65***
43.37***

2.60*
4.09**
1.94
033
Sample 5a

MLoc
I
PO

c

I

133.0

1

134.0

1

125.5

T

126.5

1

119.5

1

120.5

1

124.0

0

125.0

1

125.0

o

126.0

.86
.89
.81
.82
.84
.86

8.51***
11.38***
1 « ^^

^*

^

1834***
8.99***
12.59***

MBSS
M
B

.96
.96
.97
1.0

2.26*
3.43*
1.36
0.39

Notes. Run 1 = P, C M , PS, PE, and D, and run 2 = POS, NEG, and O.
For sample la n = 865, and for sample 5a n = 298.

* = p_< .05; ** = u< -oi; *** = U < ooi.
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7.5.1

Locus

of control and

perfectionism

To facilitate locating the significant relationships between locus of control and
perfectionism, the locus of control dimensions were split into high and low categories.
The high category was set as those participants who scored in the top one-third of the

participant scores on the particular locus of control dimension in question, while the l
category was deemed as those participants who scored in the bottom one-third of the
participant scores on the same locus of control dimension. Each locus of control
dimension (using the high and low categories) was assessed for significant differences

the perfectionism dimensions by univariate analyses. The results from these analyses are
shown in Table 7.4 for sample la and Table 7.5 for sample 5a.

From the dual analyses, sample 5a appeared to mirror sample la. That is, if a
significant difference was or was not found using sample la, then the same result
followed using sample 5a. The difference between the two samples is that when a
significant difference occurred, then the significance level may have varied.

Internality
Overall perfectionism score
When looking at the overall perfectionism measure, for both samples la and 5a

there was a significant difference (F(l, 616) = 12.06, p < .01, F(l, 180) = 8.18, p_ < .
respectively) between the high as against the low internality participants. That is,
individuals with high internality scores have higher overall perfectionism scores than
individuals with low internality scores.

Positive dimensions of perfectionism
The PS and O dimensions of perfectionism combined to form the positive
perfectionism measure (viz., POS). Both PS and O had a significant difference (F( 1,

616) = 37.63, p_ < .001, and F(l, 616) = 30.16, p_< .001, respectively - sample la; F(l,
180) = 17.46, p. < .001, and F(l, 180) = 16.42, p_< .001, respectively - sample 5a)

Table 7.4 Univariate analyses results for perfectionism dimensional scores when
comparing high as against low MLoc scores for sample la

Dimension
P
POS
NEG
CM
PS
PE
D
0

P
POS
NEG
CM
PS
PE
D
0

P
POS
NEG
CM
PS
PE
D
0

M (SD)
High I score

M (SD)
Low I score

F

90.7(13.6)

86.9(13.7)

12.06**

47.6 (6.8)

43.4 (7.3)

53.50***

43.1 (9.2)

43.5 (9.6)

0.21

20.8 (5.9)

20.1 (5.7)

2.26

24.1 (4.8)

21.7 (4.8)

12.6 (3.6)

12.6 (3.6)

9.8 (2.9)

10.8 (3.2)

20.47***

23.5 (3.8)

21.7 (4.4)

30.16***

n = 313

n = 305

df = 1,616

High P O score

Low P O score

37.63***
0.01

94.6(13.5)

84.8 (13.7)

73.85***

46.4 (7.1)

45.0 (7.4)

5.21*

48.2 (9.2)

39.8 (8.8)

123.75***

23.0 (5.6)

18.4 (5.4)

101.86***

23.7 (4.4)

22.2 (5.1)

13.90***

13.4 (3.8)

12.1 (3.6)

18.97***

11.7(3.0)

9.3 (2.9)

93.83***

22.7 (4.3)

22.8 (4.0)

n = 289

n = 288

High C score

Low C score

92.4(14.4)

86.9(133)

21.90***

45.3 (7.3)

46.8 (7.2)

5.79*

47.0 (9.7)

40.0 (8.4)

81.56***

22.2 (5.9)

18.8 (5.5)

48.37***

22.9 (4.6)

23.3 (5.2)

0.76

13.2 (3.8)

12.1 (3.7)

12.00**

11.7(3.1)

9.1 (2.7)

102.39***

22.4 (4.4)

23.6 (3.8)

10.27**

n = 275

n = 279

df= 1,552

Notes. * = p < .05, ** = p_ < -01, ** = U < 001

0.11
df = 1,575
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Table 7.5 Univariate analyses results for perfectionism dimensional scores when
comparing high as against low MLoc scores for sample 5a

M (SD)
High I score

M (SD)
Low I score

F

94.1 (14.8)

88.1 (15.2)

8.18**

48.3 (7.5)

42.8 (7.5)

25.28***

45.8(10.4)

45.3 (10.4)

.12

22.6 (6.7)

21.7(5.9)

2.94

25.2 (4.9)

22.4 (4.9)

12.4 (3.4)

12.9 (4.3)

0.86

10.7 (3.4)

11.7(33)

4.00*

23.0 (4.1)

20.4 (5.0)

16.42***

n = 95

n = 87

df=l, 180

High PO score

Low P O score

P

99.5(13.5)

87.1 (15.6)

35.94***

POS

47.9 (7.2)

45.3 (7.3)

4.39*

NEG
CM
PS
PE
D
O

52.5 (9.1)

41.7(10.1)

57.69***

24.7 (6.1)

19.2 (5.9)

38.87***

25.2 (4.2)

23.1 (5.3)

8.54**

14.6 (3.8)

12.6 (3.9)

13.2 (3.0)

10.0 (3.3)

22.3 (4.3)

22.2 (4.8)

n = 93

a = 93

High C score

Low C score

P

94.5(15.5)

89.4(15.1)

4.66*

POS

44.4 (7.5)

47.6 (8.0)

6.99**

NEG
CM
PS
PE
D
O

49.1 (11.0)

41.8 (9.8)

20.53***

22.8 (6.6)

19.6 (6.0)

11.07**

23.4 (4.4)

24.1 (5.4)

0.92

13.7 (4.0)

12.0 (4.1)

7.30**

12.6 (3.5)

10.2 (3.3)

20.74***

21.0 (4.7)

23.4 (4.8)

12.12**

n = 86

n = 81

df = 1, 165

Dimension
P
POS
NEG
CM
PS
PE
D
0

Notes. *=p_< .05, ** = p<.01, *** = p_< .001.

17.46***

i f^ ^ O

48.44***
0.02
df = 1, 184
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between the high as against the low internality category participants. Thus it is not
surprising that POS also had a significant difference (F_( 1, 616) = 53.50, p < .001 sample la; F(l, 180) = 25.28, p< .001 - sample 5a) between the high as against the low

internality category participants. In these three cases, higher internality scores wer

associated with higher beliefs concerning positive perfectionism (being a high achieve
setting of high personal standards, and being organised and tidy.

Negative dimensions of perfectionism
Only the D dimension from the negative aspects of perfectionism achieved a
significant difference (F(l, 616) = 20.47, p< .001 - sample la; F(l, 180) = 4.00, p<

.05 - sample 5a) between the high as against the low internality participants. Having a
high internality score was associated with a low score for doubts about actions on the
perfectionism measure.

Powerful others
Overall perfectionism score
The powerful others dimension from locus of control had a significant relationship
(F(I, 575) = 73.85, p< .001 - sample la; F(l, 184) = 35.94, p_< .001 - sample 5a) with

the overall perfectionism measure. Having a high powerful others belief was associated
with a high overall perfectionism score.

Positive dimensions of perfectionism
For positive aspects of perfectionism, a significant difference occurs for both POS
(F(l, 575) = 5.21, p< .05 - sample la; F(l, 184) = 4.39, p< .05 - sample 5a) and for
PS (F(l, 575) = 13.90, p< .001 - sample la; F(l, 184) = 8.54, p_< .01 - sample 5a)
between the high as against the low powerful others category of participants. Having a
high powerful others belief was associated with having a high positive aspects of
perfectionism score, and holding high personal standards.
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Negative dimensions of perfectionism
Negative aspects of perfectionism, which was measured by the NEG subscale and

comprised the CM, PE, and D scales, had a significant difference (F(l. 575) = 123.75.
< .001, F(l, 575) = 101.86, p< .001, F(l, 575) = 18.97, p< .001, and F(l, 575) =

93.83, p< .001, respectively - all sample la; F(l, 184) = 57.69, p< .001. F(l, 184) =
38.87, p < .001, F(l, 184) = 12.59, p < .001, and F(l, 184) = 48.44, p < .001,

respectively - all sample 5a) between the high as against the low powerful others sc

Holding strong beliefs that powerful others control your life was associated with hi

negative aspects of perfectionism scores, being overly concerned about making mistake

believing your parents hold overly high expectations of you, and doubting one's acti

Chance
Overall perfectionism score
There was a significant difference between the high as against the low locus of
control chance dimension participants (F(l, 552) = 21.90, p< .001 - sample la; F(l,

165) = 4.66, p< .05 - sample 5a) with their overall perfectionism score. Having a hi
belief that your life is controlled by chance was associated with a high overall
perfectionism score.

Positive dimensions of perfectionism
Only the POS and O dimensions achieved a significant relationship (F_( 1, 552) =

5.79, p < .05, F(l, 552) = 10.27, p< .01 - sample la; F(l, 165) = 6.99, p < .01, F( 1

165) = 12.12, p < .01 - sample 5a) between the high as against the low chance scorers

A high chance belief was associated with a low positive aspects of perfectionism sco
and a low need for organisation and tidiness within one's life.

Negative dimensions of perfectionism
All the negative aspects of perfectionism dimensions (viz., NEG, CM, PE, and D)
achieved a significant difference (F(l, 552) = 81.56, p< .001, F(l, 552) = 48.37, p<
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.001, F(l, 552) = 12.00, p < .01, and F(l, 552) = 10239, p < .001, respectively sample la; (F(l, 165) = 20.53, p< .001, F(l, 165) = 11.07, p < .01, F(l, 165) = 7.30,
p < .01, and F(l, 165) = 20.74, p< .001, respectively - sample 5a) between the high as

against the low chance scorers. Holding strong chance beliefs was associated with a hi
negative aspects of perfectionism score, being overly concerned about making mistakes,
believing that your parents were overly critical of you, and having doubts about one's
actions.

7.5.1.1 Discussion
The obtained results between internality and perfectionism support the first

hypothesis. The first hypothesis was that internality would be associated with persona

standards and organisation, and the results were that in general people who achieved h
internality scores also achieved high PS, O, and POS scores. No prediction was made in
regard to the POS dimension, however, as POS comprises the addition of PS and O then

it was expected that internality would be associated with POS. These results support t
contention that positive mental health is associated with the positive aspects of
perfectionism (viz., POS, PS, and O). Only one dimension of the negative aspects of

perfectionism (viz., D) achieved a significant result, and this result was also support
the first hypothesis. It indicated that an inverse relationship exists between having
about one's actions and internality. That is, holding high self-causality beliefs is
associated with having few doubts about one's ability to bring things to fruition.

Hypothesis two stated that the chance dimension of externality would be associated

with concern over mistakes, parental expectations, parental criticism, and doubts abou
actions, and was supported. The results indicated that people who had high chance
scores also had high CM, PE, D, and NEG scores. No prediction was made in regard to
the NEG dimension. However, as NEG comprises the addition of CM, PE and D, then it
is expected that the chance dimension would be associated with NEG. These results

support the contention that negative mental health is associated with the negative asp
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of perfectionism (viz., N E G , C M , P E , and 0 ) . T w o dimensions of the positive aspects
of perfectionism (viz., POS and O) achieved significance, and both support the second

hypothesis. They indicated that a negative relationship exists between holding a chance

belief orientation and both positive perfectionism and organisation. That is, holding l

chance beliefs was associated with holding high positive aspects of perfectionism belie
and having a high propensity for tidiness and organisation.

The third hypothesis was that the powerful others dimension of externality would
be associated with concern over mistakes, personal standards, parental expectations,
doubts about actions, and organisation. Support was given by the significant results

achieved by all the dimensions, apart from O, for the hypothesis. The results show that
people who achieved high powerful others scores also achieved high CM, PS, PE, D,
POS, and NEG scores. No prediction was made in regard to either the POS or NEG
dimensions, however, as POS comprises the addition of the PS and O dimensions while

NEG comprises the addition of CM, PE and D then it is expected that the powerful others
dimension would be associated with both POS and NEG. The results supported the
contention, in that the PO dimension was associated with both POS and NEG.

A special mention is made of the relationships achieved by the overall perfectionism
score with the locus of control dimensions as against those achieved by the POS and
NEG dimensions. The P measure achieved a significant relationship with all three
dimensions of locus of control. On the other hand, the POS and NEG dimensions which

constitute the P score, achieved their expected relationships with locus of control (vi
POS with I and PO, NEG with C and PO). These results support the contention that an
overall perfectionism score can be "all encompassing" which means information can be
lost by its broad sweep. The POS and NEG dimensions also give a broad sweep of
perfectionism, but not as broad as that of P. Thus the results suggest that the use of
POS and NEG scales are a more appropriate general measure of perfectionism than P
alone.
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7.5.2

Coping

style and

perfectionism

To facilitate locating the significant relationships between coping style and
perfectionism, the two coping style dimensions were split into high and low categories.
In this way both monitoring and blunting (using the high and low categories) were
assessed for significant differences on the perfectionism dimensions by univariate

analyses. The high category was set as those participants who scored in the top one-thir

of the participant scores on the particular coping style dimension in question, while t
low category was deemed as those participants who scored in the bottom one-third of the
participant scores on the same coping style dimension. The results from these analyses,
including means and standard deviations, are shown in Table 7.6 for sample la and in
Table 7.7 for sample 5a.

From the dual analyses, sample 5a appears to mirror sample la. That is, if a
significant difference was or was not found using sample la, then the same result
followed using sample 5a. The difference between the two samples was that when a

significant difference occurred, then the significance level may have varied. This resu
follows the pattern set between perfectionism and locus of control, in terms of sample
5a's results mirroring sample la's results.

Monitoring
Overall perfectionism score
A significant difference (F(l, 609) = 11.99, p< .01 - sample la; F(l, 153) = 7.17,
P < .01 - sample 5a) occurred between the high as against the low monitors on their
overall perfectionism scores. People who achieved high monitoring scores also achieved
high overall perfectionism scores. This result suggested that having a propensity to

actively seek out information within one's environment is associated with a high overal
perfectionism score.
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Table 7.6 Univariate analyses results for perfectionism dimensional scores when
comparing high as against low coping style scores for sample la

Dimension
P
POS
NEG
CM
PS
PE
D
0

P
POS
NEG
CM
PS
PE
D
0

Notes.

M (SD)
High M score

M (SD)
Low M score

F

91.4(13.4)

87.6 (13.5)

11.99**

46.5 (7.1)

44.7 (7.4)

8.92**

44.9 (9.4)

42.9 (8.9)

7.40**

21.4 (6.0)

20.1 (5.4)

8.13**

23.4 (4.6)

22.4 (4.9)

7.59**

12.8 (3.7)

12.4 (3.5)

2.61

10.6 (3.0)

10.4(3.1)

0.79

23.1 (4.0)

22.4 (43)

4.33*

n = 325

n = 286

df = 1,609

High B score

L o w B score

89.4(13.9)

88.7(13.8)

45.7 (7.2)

45.5 (7.5)

43.7 (9.3)

43.3 (9.6)

20.4 (5.5)

20.7 (6.2)

22.9 (4.8)

22.8 (4.9)

12.8 (3.8)

12.4 (3.5)

10.6 (3.0)

10.2 (3.0)

22.8(4.1)

22.6 (4.3)

.08
.04
.04
.14
.03
.23
.44
.12

n = 392

n = 336

df = 1,726

P< .05,** = p < .01.

Positive dimensions of perfectionism
The POS, PS, and O dimensions of the positive aspects of perfectionism achieved a

significant difference (F( 1, 609) = 8.92, p < .01, F( 1, 609) = 7.59, p < .01, a

609) = 433, p< .05, respectively - sample la; F(l, 153) = 4.61, p < .05, F(l, 153)

632, p < .05, and F(l, 153) = 6.69, p< .05, respectively - sample 5a) between the

as against the low monitoring category participants. Being a high achiever, havin
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personal standards, and having a preference for orderliness and tidiness was concurrent
with seeking out information in one's surroundings.

Table 7.7 Univariate analyses results for perfectionism dimensional scores when
comparing high as against low coping style scores for sample 5a

Dimension
P
POS
NEG
CM
PS
PE
D
0

P
POS
NEG
CM
PS
PE
D
0

M (SD)
High M score

M (SD)
Low M score

96.0(13.7)

89.7 (15.3)

47.0 (7.8)

44.1 (8.0)

4.61*

48.9 (8.6)

45.0 (9.2)

6.24*

23.7 (6.1)

21.3 (5.7)

6.47*

24.9 (5.6)

22.3 (6.1)

6.32*

13.1 (3.8)

12.6 (3.9)

1.99

11.7(33)

11.1 (3.6)

1.35

233 (4.4)

20.4 (5.0)

6.69*

n = 75

n = 80

df = 1, 153

High B score

L o w B score

91.8(15.4)

91.3 (15.6)

46.0 (7.8)

45.7 (8.5)

45.8(10.4)

45.6(11.0)

2 1 3 (6.2)

21.9 (6.9)

23.7 (5.2)

23.8 (5.0)

13.0 (3.9)

12.8 (3.9)

11.5(3.4)

10.9 (3.3)

1.91

22.4 (4.6)

21.9 (4.9)

.71

n = 98

n = 77

df = 1, 173

F
*7 1 ^7*^ *^

.08
.12
.02
.54
.05
.16

Notes. * = p < .05, " = p < .01.

Negative dimensions of perfectionism
The NEG and CM dimensions from the negative aspects of perfectionism (F( 1,

609) = 7.40, p< .01, and F(l, 609) = 8.13, p< .01, respectively - sample la; (F(

153) = 6.24, p < .05, and F(l, 153) = 6.47, p< .05, respectively - sample 5a) a
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a significant difference between their high as against the low monitoring category

participants. With a high propensity to seek out information the individual also tended to
have behaviours associated with the negative aspects of perfectionism, and to be overly
concerned about making mistakes.

No significant relationships were found between blunting and the various
dimensions of perfectionism for either sample la or sample 5a.

7.5.2.1 Discussion
The fourth hypothesis was that the monitoring coping style would be associated
with perfectionism, and to a large extent was supported. People who had high
monitoring coping style scores also had high scores for overall perfectionism and for the
POS, NEG, CM, PS, and O dimensions. This finding was not unexpected. One would
expect that a precisian would be interested in extracting information from within their
environment as a means of assessing their performance against their set criterion.

While monitoring has relationships with the various dimensions of perfectionism,
there was no such interaction between blunting and perfectionism. This result meant that
the fifth hypothesis was not supported. That is, high concern over mistakes, believing
that one's parents set exaggerated standards, and having doubts about one's actions were
not associated with a high propensity to selectively ignore or refute information within

one's environment. The obtained result seems surprising as it is intuitively appealing tha
a person displaying the negative attributes of perfectionism would selectively ignore or
refute information within their environment. It is suggested that there are at least two

possible explanations for the obtained result. The first, is that it may be that perfectio
do not blunt, rather, the use a hyper-vigilant monitoring style. The hyper monitoring
style is where an individual selectively attends to a limited number of situational cues
(Thompson et al., 1993), in essence a combination of monitoring and blunting. The

second explanation is that perfectionists do use the blunting coping strategy, however, th

kinds of blunting coping strategies suggested in the M B S S are not necessarily those used
by perfectionists. For example, two blunting strategies suggested in the MBSS were "I
would try to sleep" and "I would settle down and read a book or magazine or write a

letter". It is suggested that a blunting strategy more appropriate for a perfectionist m

" I won't listen to that person as they set their standards too low" or "The feedback the
offer may be appropriate to someone who sets lower standards than myself.

7.6 Development of four perfectionism categorisations
In an attempt to operationalise Hamachek's (1978) normal and neurotic
perfectionism dichotomy, a median split on the POS and NEG dimensions was
employed. The POS and NEG dimensions were used as they have been shown to be two

distinct factors within the perfectionism scale (see sections 63 and 6.8). Scoring highl
on one of these dimensions does not necessarily preclude scoring highly on the other.
The proposed structure of the four categories of perfectionism is highlighted below with
the category names and their relationships to the POS and NEG dimensions:
i) ultra perfectionists (viz., high POS high NEG) have many of the characteristics
associated with both the positive and the negative aspects of perfectionism;
ii) enabling perfectionists (viz., high POS low NEG; or normal perfectionist) have
many of the characteristics associated with the positive, but few of the
characteristics associated with the negative aspects of perfectionism;
iii) disabling perfectionists (viz., low POS high NEG; or neurotic perfectionist) have
few of the characteristics associated with the positive, and many of the
characteristics associated with the negative aspects of perfectionism;
iv) non perfectionists (viz., low POS low NEG) have few of the characteristics
associated with either the positive or the negative aspects of perfectionism.
Table 7.8 displays a breakdown of the gender and number of participants in each of the
four perfectionism categories, while the perfectionism scale/subscale mean and standard
deviation scores for the perfectionism categories are illustrated in Table 7.9.
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Table 7.8 Distribution of participants when sorted by the four classifications of
perfectionism utilising samples la and 5a
Perfectionism categories
Ultra

* POS * NEG

Enabling

Disabling

* POS 0 NEG 0 POS * NEG
Sample la

Non
0 POS 0 NEG

Females

n

166
32.9%

92
183%

83
16.5%

163
32.3%

115
31.9%

72

56
15.5%

118
32.7%

139
16.1%

281
32.5%

Males

n

19.9%

Overall

n

281
32.5%

164
19.0%

Sample 5a
Females

n

70
33.2%

38
18.0%

40
19.0%

63
29.9%

15
17.2%

30
34.5%

55
18.5%

93
31.5%

Males

B

24
27.6%

18
20.7%

Overall

n

94
31.5%

56
18.8%

Notes. Sample la, females n = 504, males n = 361, and overall total n = 865.
Sample 5a, females n = 211, males n = 87, and overall total n = 298.
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Table 7.9 Perfectionism scale mean (and standard deviation) scores for the four
perfectionism categories for samples la and 5a

Perfectionism categories
Scale Ultra Enabling Disabling Non
Sample la
P 103.5(9.4) 87.5(6.2) 88.8(7.6) 75.5(7.0)
Sample 5a
P 107.7 (93) 89.4 (6.1) 92.6 (9.5) 76.0 (8.0)

It is appreciated that the P O S and N E G dimensions, which were used to derive the

categories of perfectionism, are positively correlated (viz., for sample la r = 33, a

sample 5a r = .29). As the POS and NEG dimensions were correlated it meant that there

was a shared variance between them, and thus any effect found using the categories of

perfectionism could be slightly inflated. The possibility of this effect would be mo

pronounced for ultra perfectionism, moderately pronounced for non perfectionism, and

least pronounced for enabling and disabling perfectionism. Ultra perfectionism is de
as high POS and high NEG scorers, and as such this group would be most affected by

the correlation between POS and NEG. This group is deemed to be high scorers, and the

shared variance would make their scores appear higher than what they actually are. T

in turn would increase the probability of making a type I error. A type I error would

made if a significant difference is claimed to exist when it does not exist. In term

research, to claim that ultra perfectionists are significantly different in their sc
one or more of the other dimensions of perfectionism, when no significant difference

exists. The other side of the coin is exhibited by non perfectionism. Non perfection
is defined as low POS and low NEG scorers, however their shared variance would make

their score appear to be higher than what they actually are. This in turn would incr

the probability of making a type II error. A type II error is to claim there is no s
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difference when in fact one does exist. In terms of the research, to claim that there is no
significant difference between the non perfectionists' scores and the scores of one or

more of the other categories of perfectionism, when a significance difference does exis

It is unlikely that there would be any over inflation of obtained results using the ena

and disabling perfectionism categories because by definition they reduce, if not negate.
any correlational effect between POS and NEG. That is, enabling perfectionism is
defined as high POS and low NEG scorers while disabling perfectionism is defined as
low POS and high NEG scorers. One method to overcome the possibility of making a

type I or a type II error is to change the minimum acceptable significance level from .0

to .01. This changing of significance level would protect ultra perfectionism from bein

associated with a type I error, and it would protect non perfectionism from a type II e
To reduce the possibility of making a type I or a type II error the acceptable minimum
significance level is set at .01 for the remaining analyses within this chapter.

7.6.1 Relationships between the four categorisations of
perfectionism with locus of control and coping style
To establish if there were any relationships between the four categorisations of
perfectionism with either locus of control or coping style, two oneway manovas were
employed on both samples la and 5a. The first oneway manova assessed perfectionism
with locus of control, while the second assessed perfectionism with coping style.
Significant relationships were located on both samples la and 5a between the four

categorisations of perfectionism with both locus of control (F(3, 861) = 18.84, p < .001
- sample la; F(3, 294) = 21.77, p< .001 - sample 5a). Only when using sample la did a

significant difference (F(3, 861) = 3.84, p< .01) occur for coping style . These results
indicated that significant differences exist between the obtained locus of control and
coping style scores by the participants when sorted into the four categorisations of

perfectionism. To locate which perfectionism categorisations were significantly differe
from each other (on the locus of control and coping style dimensions) post hoc analyses
needed to be employed. Due to the large number of post hoc analyses a conservative

approach was employed (viz., Scheffe test with alpha = .05), thus providing protection
from familywise error (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). The harmonic means were used to
accommodate the differences in sample sizes.

7.6.1.1 Locus of control and the four categorisations of
perfectionism
Significant differences were found on all three locus of control dimensions for
sample la (viz., fori (F(3, 861) = 16.38, p < .001), for PO (F(3, 861) = 35.80, p <
.001), and for C (F_(3, 861) = 2634, p < .001)) and for sample 5a (viz., for 1 (F(3,
294) = 5.08, p < .01), for PO (F(3, 294) = 15.93, p < .001), and for C (F(3, 294) =

4.00, p< .01)) with perfectionism. These results show that when the participants we
sorted into either the ultra, enabling, disabling, or non perfectionism categories

significant differences occurred in their internality, powerful others, and chance s

The means and standard deviations of the four perfectionism groups in regard to the
PO, and C scores are displayed in Table 7.10.
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Table 7.10 M e a n s (and standard deviations) of the four perfectionism categorisations
in regard to their MLoc scores using samples la and 5a

Perfectionism categories
Variable Ultra Enabling Disabling Non
Sample la
I 35.6(4.2)a>b 36.2(4.9)c>d 33.3 (4.0)a>c 34.2(4.4)b>d
PO 24.1(5.8)a>b 20.2(5.1)a>c 24.3 (5.6)<*>d 20.6(4.6)bd
C 23.5(5.9)a>b 20.0 (5. l)a'<~* 24.7 (5.8)<~*>d 21.4(4.8)b-d
Sample 5a
I 35.4(3.6)a>b 35.5(3.8)c 33.6(4.0)a>c 33.7 (4.6)b
PO 24.9(5.7)a>b 20.2 (4.6)a-c 25.2 (5.7)^d 20.2(4.4)b>d
C 23.4(5.8)a 21.0(4.7)a>b 24.1 (5.0)b 22.4(5.2)

Note. Reading across the rows, a significant difference between two cells is indicated b
them having the same letter superscript.

Internality
There were significant differences (F(3, 861) = 1638, p < .001) between the

internality scores achieved by the four categories of perfectionism, and four significan
differences between the means were located for sample la. For sample 5a, significant
differences (F(3, 294) = 5.08, p< .01) between the internality scores were achieved by

the four categories of perfectionism, and three significant differences between the mean

were located. For both samples 1 a and 5a there were; the mean internality score for ultr

perfectionists was significantly higher than the mean internality score of both disablin
and non perfectionist groups. This is interpreted to indicate that ultra perfectionists
stronger beliefs in their own agency, or causality, in their own lives than both the
disabling and non perfectionism groups. Similarly, for both samples la and 5a, the mean
internality score for enabling perfectionists was significantly higher than the mean
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internality score for the non perfectionism categories. This indicates that enabling

perfectionists hold stronger beliefs in their own agency, or causality, in their own lives
than people classified as non perfectionists. For sample la only, the mean internality

score for enabling perfectionists was significantly higher than the mean internality score
for people with disabling perfectionism. Individuals with enabling perfectionism hold

stronger beliefs in their own agency, or causality, in their own lives than individuals wi
disabling perfectionism.

Powerful others
On the powerful others dimension there were four significant differences for both
samples la (F(3, 861) = 35.80, p< .001) and 5a (F(3, 294) = 15.93, p< .001) between
the powerful others scores achieved by the four categories of perfectionism. The first
two significant differences were; the mean powerful others score for ultra perfectionists
was significantly higher than the mean powerful others score of both the enabling and
non perfectionism groups. This is interpreted to indicate that ultra perfectionists hold

stronger beliefs that powerful others control their lives than both enabling perfectionist
and non perfectionists. The second two significant differences were; the mean powerful
other score for disabling perfectionists was significantly higher than the mean powerful
others score of both the enabling and non perfectionism categories. Thus, disabling
perfectionists hold stronger beliefs that powerful others control their lives than both
enabling perfectionists and non perfectionists.

Chance
On the chance dimension there were four significant differences for sample la (F(3,
861) = 26.34, p< .001), and three significant differences on sample 5a (F(3, 294) =
4.00, p< .01) between the chance scores achieved by the four categories of
perfectionism. For both samples la and 5a, the mean chance score for ultra
perfectionists was significantly higher than the mean chance score for enabling

perfectionists. This is interpreted to indicate that ultra perfectionists hold stronger be
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that what happens to them in their life is due to luck or chance than both enabling
perfectionists. Similarly, for both samples la and 5a the mean chance score for enabling
perfectionists was significantly higher than the mean chance score of disabling
perfectionists. Thus enabling perfectionists hold stronger beliefs that what happens to
them in their life is due to luck or chance than both disabling perfectionists. Only for

sample la was the mean chance score for ultra perfectionists significantly higher than th
mean chance score for non perfectionists. This is interpreted to indicate that ultra

perfectionists hold stronger beliefs that what happens to them in their life is due to lu
chance than non perfectionists. Also, that the mean chance score for disabling
perfectionists was significantly higher than the mean chance score of non perfectionists.

Thus disabling perfectionists hold stronger beliefs that what happens to them in their li
is due to luck or chance than non perfectionists.

7.6.1.2 Coping style and the four categorisations of perfectionism
Significant differences were only found using sample la and only on the
monitoring coping style dimension (viz., for M (F(3, 861) = 4.36, p< .01 - sample la,
F(3, 236) = 0.59, p = ns - sample 5a; and for B (F(3, 861) = 3.30, p = ns - sample la,
F(3, 236) = 1.28, p = ns - sample 5a) with perfectionism. This result indicates that when

the participants were sorted into either the ultra, enabling, disabling, or non perfection
categories then significant differences occurred only on their monitoring scores.
However, since this result was not replicated by the independent group further
corroboration would be needed before it was considered a valid and reliable finding. The
means and standard deviations of the four perfectionism groups in regard to their M and
B scores for samples la and 5a are displayed in Table 7.11.
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Table 7.11 Means (and standard deviations) of the four perfectionism categorisations
in regard to their coping style scores using samples la and 5a

Perfectionism categories
Variable Ultra Enable Disable Non
Sample la
M 11.8(2.7)a 11.2(2.6) 113(2.8) 10.9 (2.7)a
B 5.5 (2.6) 5.1 (2.4) 5.9 (2.6) 5.2 (2.3)
Sample 5a
M 12.0(2.7) 11.5(2.2) 11.7(3.0) 11.5(2.1)
B 5.6 (2.8) 4.7 (2.6) 5.5 (2.4) 5.3 (2.3)

Note. Reading across the rows, a significant difference between two cells is indicate
them having the same letter superscript.

Monitoring
Only on sample la was there a significant difference (F(3, 861) = 4.36, p < .01 -

sample la, F(3, 236) = 0.59, p = ns - sample 5a) between monitoring scores and the fo

categorisations of perfectionism. Ultra perfectionists had significantly higher moni
score than non perfectionists. This result indicates that ultra perfectionists have

propensity to actively seek out information from their environment than non perfecti

in an attempt to self-regulate their anxiety level, and to achieve a sense of perceiv

control within the situation. The differences between these two results are minor, an

may be influenced by the large difference in sample size (and thus power consideratio

Blunting
There were no significant differences (F(3, 861) = 3.30, p = ns - sample la, F(3,

236) = 1.28, p = ns - sample 5a) between the four categorisations of perfectionism in
regard to their blunting scores for either sample la or sample 5a.
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7.7

Discussion

The discussion will first focus on the relationships achieved by the individual
dimensions of perfectionism (viz., POS, NEG, CM, PS, PE, D, and O) with locus of
control and coping style, followed by the relationships found with the four new

categorisations of perfectionism (viz., ultra, enabling, disabling, and non perfectionism
The relationships between the perfectionism dimensions with locus of control and coping
style fell into the expected patterns. Looking at locus of control with perfectionism,
internality, which is associated with a "mentally balanced" psychological profile, was

associated with the overall perfectionism score, positive perfectionism (viz., POS) and i
associated dimensions (viz., PS and O). Thus having a firm belief in self causality is
associated with being a high achiever, having high personal standards and preferring
organisation and tidiness.

Powerful others was associated with the negative aspects of perfectionism (viz.,
NEG, CM, PE, and D). People with strong beliefs that powerful others control their

lives, may be reflected in them believing their parent's hold overly high expectations o
them. These people would also be overly concerned about making mistakes (high CM),
for by making mistakes they would not be able to achieve the high standards imposed
upon them. Finally, they would tend to doubt their own actions (high D scores), for the

standard of performance they are trying to achieve is not self set but rather set by the
or otherwise) powerful other(s). The problem with this proposed argument is that in
some cases the powerful others belief has a basis in reality (see Butler & Burr, 1980),
while in other cases it is an indication of delusion.

Support for the relationships between powerful others and the perfectionism
dimensions (viz., NEG, CM, PE, and D) comes from the research of Hewitt and Flett
(1991b) and that of Frost et al. (1992). Hewitt and Flett's Multidimensional
Perfectionism Scale has three dimensions, one of which is Socially Prescribed

140
Perfectionism (SPP). S P P is where people believe that significant others set extremely
high standards to which they must aspire, and if these standards are not achieved then

these "significant others" will be displeased (Hewitt & Flett). Frost et al. found that S
had significant positive correlations with CM, PE, and D. Reflecting back upon the

definitions of SPP and powerful others beliefs (that powerful others control one's life)
then the similarities between these two constructs becomes apparent.

Having high chance beliefs was associated with psychopathology and with the
negative attributes of perfectionism (viz., NEG, CM, PE, and D). These people are
overly concerned about mistakes, believe their parents place overly high expectations
upon them, they doubt their own actions, and they are not concerned with orderliness and

tidiness. From having these beliefs it is easy to appreciate how problems associated with
negative mental health develop. This personality type strives for the definitive
performance as a means of appropriating their self-worth and self-esteem, and yet even
this unattainable performance will not give lasting meaning for they will only be

exhibiting a standard which is expected of them. Yet they still aspire, and overriding al

this is their conviction that the level of performance is not within their own agency, b
rather, due to luck, chance, or fate.

For coping style, monitoring was associated with all the dimensions of
perfectionism apart from parental expectations and doubts about actions. This result is
logical for it is expected that perfectionists would seek out information in an attempt
both perform the task properly, and to gauge if their performance is up to acceptable
standards. No relationships were found between perfectionism and blunting.

The development of the four characterisations of perfectionism (viz., ultra,
enabling, disabling, and non perfectionism) were unable to further illuminated
relationships between locus of control and coping style. Although it was expected that
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perfectionistic beliefs would tie in with Miller's (1990) proposed relationship between
coping style and control beliefs, this was not the case.

No relationships were located between blunting and the four categorisations of
perfectionism, which is the same as for the dimensions of perfectionism. There were two
proffered explanations for these results. The first is that the MBSS does not assess if
people are hyper monitoring. The second is that the blunting coping style questions may
not have been presented in a manner which is appropriate for perfectionists.

7.8 Overview and summary of the dependent/independent sample
effect
The investigation into the dependent (sample la)/independent (sample 5a) sample
effects commenced with chapter 5 and continued on through to chapter 7. To recap the
results from chapters 5 and 6, in chapter 5 the obtained results from the dual analyses
indicated that there were minor differences between the two samples. Within chapter 6
there were minor differences in the results obtained by sample la as against sample 5a,

and these differences were at such a low level that the differences had minimal effect u
the conclusions drawn.

Within this current chapter (viz., chapter 7) there was no difference between

samples la and 5a in that they either both attained a significant difference or they bot
not attain a significant difference for:
i) correlations between age with the MLoc and MBSS subscales;
ii) gender differences for locus of control and coping style, and;
iii) perfectionism dimensions with locus of control and coping style.
Some minor differences between the two samples started to appear when the
categories of perfectionism were investigated. Overall the same pattern is followed by
samples la and 5a. Essentially the same conclusions between the categories of
perfectionism with locus of control and coping style would have been drawn, that is,
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there is a high level of interaction between the categories of perfectionism and locus of

control. On the other hand, although the relationship between categories of perfectionism
and coping style seems intuitively obvious, the obtained results do not support this

intuition. These results indicate that there are subtle differences between the dimensio

and categories of perfectionism and their relationships with locus of control and coping
style.

7.9 Summary
From the analyses within this chapter, it has been shown that there is a place for
both the dimensions (P, POS, NEG, CM, PS, PE, D, and O) and categories (ultra,
enabling, disabling, and non) of perfectionism as indicated by the relationships running
through and between the FMPSn, MLoc and MBSS scales. When looking at the

dimensions of perfectionism; the locus of control dimensions were differentially related
perfectionism, whereas only monitoring (but not blunting) was associated with

perfectionism. The relationships between perfectionism and locus of control highlight th
utility of using the POS and NEG dimensions in preference to the "overgeneralising" P
score. Even though POS and NEG are broad in scope, they are not so broad as to be
related to almost everything, as illustrated by P. The categories of perfectionism

illustrated that perfectionism is more closely associated with locus of control and less

with coping style. These relationships were contextually different to that illuminated by
the dimensions of perfectionism. That is, enabling perfectionism was most associated

with internality beliefs while disabling perfectionism was most associated with powerful
others and chance beliefs. Both ultra and non perfectionism were associated with the
locus of control belief dimensions. However, the level of association was stronger for

ultra than for non perfectionists. These three personality measures were intertwined, an

their relationships to each other were differentiated via the use of either the dimensio
categories of perfectionism distinctions.
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Chapter 8
Family relationships involving perfectionism, locus of control,
and coping style

8.1 Introduction
Within chapter 7 was the development of four categorisations of perfectionism
(viz., ultra, enabling, disabling, and non), and the exploration of the relationships
between the dimensions and categories of perfectionism with locus of control and coping
style. Using these two differing perceptions of perfectionism, dimensions versus
categories, the present chapter investigates familial propensities to exhibit precisian
behaviour. More specifically, an examination of the modelling, role modelling (Barrow
& Moore, 1983), and the same-gender role modelling (Frost et al., 1991) propositions of
the perpetuation of perfectionism are made.

The categories of perfectionism were investigated before its dimensions, as the
categories construct has a broader focus than the dimensions construct. In this way a
general impression is formed, and then the specific details can be scrutinised. The
examination concerned the occurrence of the four categorisations of perfectionism within
families, specifically parent-offspring relationships. Hence any relationships between
parents and their offspring, involving any of the four categorisations of perfectionism,
were highlighted.

The analyses utilising the dimensions of perfectionism investigated whether it was
possible to predict a child's perfectionism score by using the parents' perfectionism,
locus of control, and coping style scores as predictors. In this way the parent-offspring
relationship in regard to perfectionism was directly assessed. The results should
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highlight the interconnectedness between parents and their offspring in the development
of, and the interaction between, perfectionism, locus of control, and coping style.

8.2 Method
8.2.1 Participants
Refer to section 5.3.1 for details about the participants.

8.2.2 Materials
The FMPSn was the perfectionism measure used. It was based upon the FMPS of

Frost et al. (1990) and incorporated the developments discussed in chapters 5,6, and 7.
A description of the FMPSn is given in section 7.2.2. A new interpretation of how the
dimensions of the FMPSn can be utilised was fostered in chapter 7. This was the

development of the four categorisations of perfectionism (viz., ultra, enabling, disabl
and non) via a median split on the POS and NEG dimensions (see section 7.6).

For a description of the locus of control (viz., Levenson, 1973; Multidimensional
Locus of Control scale - MLoc) and coping style scales (viz., Miller, 1980; Miller
Behavioural Style Scale - MBSS) used in this chapter, refer to section 5.3.2.

8.2.3 Procedures
Refer to section 5.3.3 for an explanation of the procedures.

8.3 Familial relationships involving the categories of perfectionism
The current study into familial relationships involving perfectionism started with a
broad perspective employing the four categorisations of perfectionism. In this way it
hoped that a general framework of the aetiology of precision behavior would be
established.
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8.3.1

Familial

relationships involving

ultra, enabling,

disabling,

and non perfectionism
The ultra, enabling, disabling, and non perfectionism categories were assessed as a
means of investigating if there were any parental influences in the elicitation of these
behaviours in their offspring. The methodology used was to sort the parents into the
perfectionism categorisations and then to assess the distribution of the children among
these categorisations: this resulted in four analyses (viz., father-daughter, father-son,
mother-daughter, and mother-son). There was one significant result from the chi square
analyses. A significant (c2(9) = 18.58, p < .05) relationship occurred between mother's
and their daughter's perfectionism categorisation (see Table 8.1). This result suggests
that the mother's perfectionism categorisation could have an influence upon the
daughter's perfectionism categorisation.

Some interesting results are displayed in the chi square table for the motherdaughter analysis. It must be stated that although the analysis indicates that significant
differences exist, it does not specifically locate where (which variable pairs) this
difference occurs. As such, the following comments are speculative upon the data:
i) ultra perfectionistic mothers have more ultra perfectionistic daughters than
expected, and fewer than expected non perfectionistic daughters;
ii) enabling perfectionistic mothers have more non perfectionistic daughters than
expected, and fewer than expected ultra perfectionistic and disabling perfectionistic
daughters;
iii) disabling perfectionistic mothers have more disabling perfectionistic daughters than
expected, and fewer than expected ultra perfectionistic and enabling perfectionistic
daughters;
iv) non perfectionistic mothers have an equal appearance of daughters amongst the four
categories of perfectionism.
The ultra and disabling perfectionism categorisations appear to be involved in "a
mechanism" by which perfectionism is propagated. These two categories have, in
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common, a "strong" N E G dimension of perfectionism component (viz., ultra = * POS *
NEG, and disabling = 0 POS * NEG). Therefore, in the following section (where the
dimensions of perfectionism are assessed) it is expected that the N E G dimension (or its
constituent components: N E G = C M + PE + D) will exert a major influence.

Table 8.1 Chi square table showing observed (and expected) frequencies of the
daughter's perfectionism categorisation based upon her mother's perfectionism
categorisation
Daughter
Mother

Ultra

Enabling

Disabling

Non

Row total

Ultra

26(18.8)

12(12.3)

11 (12.9)

12(16.9)

61
30.8%

Enabling

8(11.4)

9 (7.5)

4 (7.8)

16(10.3)

37
18.7%

Disabling

9(12.0)

5 (7.9)

15 (8.3)

10(10.8)

39
19.7%

Non

18(18.8)

14(12.3)

12(12.9)

17(16.9)

61
30.8%

Column total

61
30.8%

40
20.2%

42
21.2%

55
27.8%

198
100%

The obtained results suggest a female bias socialisation effect may be running
through the analysis. A gender bias socialisation effect is proposed as there were no
gender differences in the perfectionism dimensions used (viz., POS and N E G ) in the
derivation of the categorises of perfectionism (see section 6.6).

8.4 Familial relationships involving the dimensions of perfectionism
The aim of this set of analyses is to utilise the parental perfectionism, locus of
control, and coping style scores to predict their offspring's perfectionism scores.
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8.4.1

Prediction of an offspring's perfectionism

scores

The backwards regression format used the parental scores achieved on the FMPSn
(viz., P, POS, NEG, CM, PS, PE, D, and O) to predict their offspring's FMPSII's
scores. As the FMPSn has eight highly correlated subscales (viz., P, POS, NEG, CM,
PS, PE, D, and O), the backwards regression was run three times to avoid problems of

multicollinearity. The first regression (viz., Model 1) used P with locus of control (
I, PO, and C) and coping style (viz., M and B); while the second (viz., Model 2) used
POS and NEG with I, PO, C, M, and B; while the third (viz., Model 3) used CM, PS,
PE, D, and O with !, PO, C, M, and B.

Many of the significant results from the backward regression were not acceptable in

terms of the amount of variance explained (viz., explaining < 2% of the variance). Only
results which explained more than 10% of the variance (i.e., adjusted R- > .10) are
reported. The reason for this stance is that the results wee scrutinised in terms of
relevance to the prediction of behaviour, rather than the reporting of result because

strict reliance on significance levels. A significant result was obtained when less th

of the variance was explained by the result. And this is meaningless/ineffective in te
of predictive ability. It can also be argued that being able to predict 10% or so of
behaviour is not that much of an improvement over 2%, however, as the predictor
variables come from the parents of the person whose behaviour is being predicted, then
10% prediction is a marked improvement over 2%. Possible interaction effects between

the variables were not investigated, as the number of variables being used would gener
an inordinate number of such interactions.

As a number of regression equations were utilised, the Bonferroni procedure was
employed to minimise the chances of making type I errors. However, employing the

Bonferroni test raised questions as to exactly how it is calculated (E. Hannah, person
communication, February 01,2000), for the rule is to adjust the significance level by
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dividing by the number of comparisons m a d e (Norusis, 1997). A s a starting point, there
were six regressions:
i) the father's and mother's scores were used to predict their daughter's scores;
ii) the father's and mother's scores were used to predict their son's scores;
iii) the father's scores were used to predict his daughter's scores;
iv) the father's scores were used to predict his son's scores;
v) the mother's scores were used to predict her daughter's scores and;
vi) the mother's scores were used to predict her son's scores.
The problem of multicollinearity was dealt with by running each regression in three
formats. So is that now six regressions or eighteen regressions? There were eight
dependant variables (viz., P, POS, NEG, CM, PS, PE, D, and O). Do the eight
dependent variables also need to be multiplied by three? Or is it that the number of

regressions needs to be multiplied by the number of dependent variables, and is that total
then multiplied by three? It is proposed that multiplying by three due to running the
analyses three times to avoid multicollinearity problems should be overlooked. The
reason for this is the procedure is not looking for "new" variables, rather it is used to

protect the analyses from distortions. Even with this issue put to the side, there is stil
question of what value should be employed in the Bonferroni correction. Is it six (viz.,
six regressions), eight (viz., eight dependent variables), or forty-eight (viz., six
regressions multiplied by eight dependent variables). If the criterion level is set at pi
.05, and a correction factor of six is used the Bonferroni corrected pi = .00833, if a

correction factor of eight is used the Bonferroni corrected pi = .00625, and if a correcti
factor of forty-eight is used the Bonferroni corrected pi- .00104.

Of the thirteen reported results presented in the following tables (viz., Tables 8.2

through to 8.4) only two results failed to achieve the criterion of the extreme test. That
using the Bonferroni correction factor of forty-eight. What is being investigated is the
prediction of behaviour, if the predictors cannot account for more than 10% of the
expected behaviour they were not reported. It is believed that the two marginal cases
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(marginal significance level not percent of variance explained - one on Table 8.3 and one
in Table 8.4) warrant consideration.

8.4.1.1 Parent-daughter effects
Only when the model 3 variables were used was an acceptable level of significance
achieved by the parent-daughter backwards regression (see Table 8.2). Prediction of the
daughter's P score was significant (F(3, 149) = 6.98, Bonferroni corrected p < .05; R~ =
.12, adjusted R2 = . 11). It was the mother's internality and concern over mistakes
together with the father's personal standards scores which were able to predict their
daughter's overall perfectionism score. A daughter's POS score was significantly
predicted (F(5, 147) = 5.57, Bonferroni corrected p < .05; R2 = .16, adjusted R2 = .13)
by her parents' scores. Mother's monitoring, organisation, and concern over mistakes,
combined with father's doubts about actions and personal standards, were the most

reliable indicators of their daughter's positive aspects of perfectionism score. Mothers'
concern over mistakes plus fathers' parental expectations, doubts about actions,

internality, and personal standards significantly predicted (F(5, 147) = 5.07, Bonferroni
correctedp < .05; R2 = .15, adjusted R2 = .12) daughters' parental expectations. For

doubts about actions, the parents' scores were able to significantly predict (F(4, 148) =
5.33, Bonferroni corrected p < .05; R2 = .13, adjusted R2 = .10) their daughter's D
score. The most influential predictors of a daughter's doubts about actions were her
mother's doubts about actions, internality, and parental expectations, combined with her
father's concern over mistakes. Mother's monitoring and organisation, plus father's
organisation and personal standards were able to significantly predict (F(4, 148) = 633,
Bonferroni corrected p < .05; R2 = . 15, adjusted R2 = . 12) the daughter's organisation
score.
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Table 8.2 Predicting a daughter's perfectionism scores using her parents'
perfectionism, locus of control, and coping style scores
Model

DV

IV's

Beta

Parents-

P

Mother!

-.1766

-2.28

1

Daughler

Mother C M

.2796

3.62

Model 3

Father PS

.1920

2.47

Molher M

_ TITO

-2.85

Father D

.1271

1.67

Molher O

.2138

2.71

Molher C M

.1668

2.14

Father PS

.2579

3.34

Father PE

.1586

1.88

Father D

-.1661

-2.10

Father!

-.1572

-1.80

Molher C M

.1929

2.46

Father PS

.2174

2.47

Mother D

.1987

2.44

Mother I

-.1696

-2.12

Molher PE

.1503

1.91

Father C M

-.1618

-2.08

Molher M

-.2144

-2.75

Father O

.1737

2.13

Mother O

.2556

3.28

Father PS

.1625

1.98

POS

PE

D

O

R2

Adj R2

F

df

12

.11

6.98

3, 149

16

.13

5.57*

5,147

5.07***

5, 147

15

13

.10

5.33***

4, 148

.15

.12

6.33***

4, 148

Notes. Model 3 = C M , PS, PE, D, O, I, PO, C, M , and B.
*** = p < .001 (equivalent to p < .05 after Bonferroni correction).

8.4.1.2 Parent-son effects
The parent-son backward regression analyses were similar to that of the parentdaughter, in that an acceptable level of significance was achieved only when the model 3
variables were used (see Table 83). For perfectionism, a son's overall perfectionism
score was significantly predicted (F(4, 89) = 537, Bonferroni corrected p < .05; R 2 =
.19, adjusted R 2 = .16) by his parents' scores. Mothers' concern over mistakes and
fathers' doubts about actions, organisation, and monitoring were the most valid indicators
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of their son's overall perfectionism score. Assessing N E G , the combined parental scores

significantly predicted their son's score (F(7, 86) = 5.07, Bonferroni corrected p < .05
R2 = .29, adjusted R2 = .24). It was the mother's powerful others, monitoring, and
parental expectations, combined with the father's doubts about actions, organisation,

monitoring, and internality that best predicted their son's attributes associated with t

negative aspects of perfectionism. Son's doubts about actions was significantly predicte
(F(4, 89) = 10.17, Bonferroni corrected p < .05; R2 = .31, adjusted R2 = .28) by

mother's doubts about actions, and father's doubts about actions, monitoring, and chance
orientation. Only these four dimensions of perfectionism (viz., P, NEG, CM, and D)
reached an acceptable level of prediction by the regression. While not achieving
significance (F(4, 89) = 4.57, Bonferroni corrected p< NS; R2 = .17, adjusted R2 =
.13), parental scores were able to predict more than 10% (adjusted) of their son's CM
score. A mother's concern over mistakes and a father's doubts about action, monitoring,
and personal standards were most influential at predicting their son's level of concern
over mistakes.
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Table 8.3 Predicting a son's perfectionism scores using his parents' perfectionism,
locus of control, and coping style scores
Model

DV

Parents-

P

IV's

Beta

1

Father D

.2904

3.04

Son

Father O

.2138

2.20

Model 3

Father M

-.2259

-2.31

Mother C M

.1813

1.88

Molher P O

.2053

2.05

Father D

.3304

3.60

Father 0

.1588

1.67

Molher M

-.1707

-1.75

Mother PE

.1797

1.87

Father M

-.3154

-3.28

Father 1

.1690

1.69

Father D

.2343

2.41

Father M

-.2399

-2.44

Molher C M

.1931

1.97

Father PS

.1631

1.67

Mother D

.2032

2.31

Father D

.3482

3.83

Father M

-.3183

-3.62

Father C

.1709

1.88

NEG

CM

D

R2

Adj R 2

.19

.16

5.37'

4,89

.24

5.07

7, 86

,17

.13

4.57

4,89

.31

.28

F

10.17***

df

4,89

Notes. Model 3 = C M , PS, PE, D, O, I, PO, C, M , and B.
** = P < .01 (equivalent to p < N S after Bonferroni correction).
*** = £.< .001 (equivalent to p < .05 after Bonferroni correction).

8.4.1.3 Same

gender

parent-child effects

Only the father-son regressions achieved acceptable levels of prediction (see Table 8.4).
Significant predictions were able to be m a d e from models 2 (viz., C M ) and 3 (viz., P,
N E G , PE, and D ) . The most influential predictors of the son's overall perfectionism
score were his father's organisation, doubts about actions, and monitoring behaviours
(F(3, 95) = 6.14, Bonferroni corrected p < .05; R 2 = .16, adjusted R 2 = .14). For N E G ,
father's scores were able to significantly predict (F(3,95) = 8.10, Bonferroni corrected p

< .05; R- = .20, adjusted R - = .18) their son's score. Father's organisation, doubts
about actions, and monitoring were best at forecasting his son's negative aspects of
perfectionism ( N E G ) score. The son's doubts about actions score was significantly
predicted (F(3, 95) = 11.87, Bonferroni corrected p < .05; R 2 = .27, adjusted R 2 = .25)
by his father's doubts about action, monitoring, and chance belief scores. While not
achieving significance (F(3, 95) = 4.70, Bonferroni corrected p < N S ; R 2 = . 13, adjusted
R 2 = .10), a father's positive aspects of perfectionism, monitoring, and chance
orientation scores were most influential at predicting his son's concern over mistakes
score.

Table 8.4 Predicting a son's perfectionism scores using his father's perfectionism,
locus of control, and coping style scores
Model

DV

Father-

CM

IVs
Father POS

Beta

1

.2209

2.24

Son

Father M

-.2828

-2.91

Model 2

Father C

.1900

1.96

Father O

.2028

2.12

Son

Father D

.2982

3.16

Model 3

Father M

-.2509

-2.63

Father O

.1943

2.08

Father D

.3111

3.39

Father M

-.3245

-3.49

Father D

.3562

3.94

Father M

-.3118

-3.56

Father C

.1587

1.76

Father-

P

NEG

D

R2

Adj R 2

.13

.10

.16

.14

.*#*

3,95

.20

.18

,*##

3, 95

.27

.25

,***

df

4.70**

3,95

Notes. Model 2 = POS, NEG, I, PO, C, M, and B; Model 3 = CM, PS, PE, D, O, I,
PO, C, M, and B.
** = p< .01 (equivalent to p < NS after Bonferroni correction).
*** = p < .001 (equivalent to p < .05 after Bonferroni correction).
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8.5

Discussion

First a brief summary of the two sets of analyses (viz., chi squares and backwards

regression) performed in this chapter are discussed, and then these findings are related
back to the theories of familial perfectionism propagation. The initial analysis used a

narrow sweep (only looking at direct relationships - no interaction effects) with a broa
measure (the four categories of perfectionism - ultra, enabling, disabling, and non).
Resultant from this was that significant mother-daughter relationships, but no fatheroffspring relationships, were located.

The second set of analyses was more focussed, it employed a narrow sweep (the
parent's specific dimensional scores) with a specific focus (the offspring's specific
dimensional score). When using P with locus of control and coping style (Model 1) the
regression analyses failed to achieve any significant predictions. The general POS and
NEG dimensions, when used with locus of control and coping style (Model 2), were
unable to achieve the Bonferroni corrected significance level. However POS and NEG
were instrumental in explaining more than 10% of a perfectionism dimension (a son's
CM score). It is when the specific perfectionism subscales (viz., CM, PS, PE, D, and O)
were used in conjunction with locus of control and coping style (Model 3), that most of

the significant predictions of the offspring's perfectionism scores occurred. In terms o
familial relationships there were:
i) five significant predictions from the parent-daughter regression;
ii) three significant predictions from the parent-son regression, plus one relationship
where >10% of son's score was explained;

iii) three significant predictions from the father-son regression, plus one relationship
where >10% of son's score was explained.

On combining the results from the two sets of analyses (chi square being broad and

regressions being specific) a general pattern emerged between what occurred for females,

as against males. Starting at the general level there were distinct mother-daughter effe
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moving to the specific focus there were father-mother co-effects on daughters and sons,
and there were father-son effects. Three explanations for these trends are provided.

The first explanation is that one needs to examine how the categories of

perfectionism exhibit themselves within the family structure to explain the transmission of
perfectionism. It could be argued that the obtained results can be ignored, because with
so many variables it would be expected to get some significant results by chance. In the

present study this cannot have occurred due to the stringent criteria placed upon accepting
a result (viz., adjusted R2 > .10 together with the Bonferroni correction). The second
explanation is that the regression analysis is a "more powerful" analysis than chi squares,
and as such the result from the regression should take precedence over the chi square
analyses. The third perspective is that both types of analyses offer pertinent information

about the propagation of precisian tendencies, it is just that there is a confounding varia
effect running through the analyses. In discussing the pertinent information derived from
the analyses it intimates possible confounding variables (explanation 3), and that is the
path this discussion section follows.

It must be stated that there was an assumption being taken by the current research,
and that was the modeller, or the role modeller (Barrow & Moore, 1983), or the samegender role modeller (Frost et al., 1991) used by the child was one or both of the child's
parents. If the psychoanalytic perspective is employed, however, this is not an
assumption for it is predicted by the theoretical stance. That is, in the resolution of the
Oedipus complex the child identifies with either the mother or the father (Freud,
1923/1961b). If the child identifies with the same-gender parent that parent is either a

same-gender role modeller, a role modeller, or a modeller, whereas, if the child identifies
with the opposite-gender parent that parent is either a role modeller or a modeller.
Support for the modelling and role modelling hypotheses of the propagation of
perfectionism is given by the results from the two sets of analyses:
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i)

the chi square results showed that the mother's perfectionism categorisation is

associated with a greater likelihood of her daughter displaying a particular category
of perfectionism;
ii) the regression analyses results indicated the high level of interrelatedness between
perfectionism, locus of control, and coping style, which was displayed by their
ability to successfully combine to be the parental predictors of their offspring's
perfectionism scores.
These combined results also indicate that children will not necessarily pick up all the
perfectionism dimensions modelled by their parents. There appears to be consistencies
and differences in the perfectionism dimensions being adopted by daughters as against
sons when being predicted by the scores of both parents. Even though both the
daughter's and son's P and D scores were predicted, only the daughter's POS, PE, and O
dimensions were predicted while only the son's NEG and CM dimensions were
predicted. This result indicates that there may be some other extraneous factors) which
would explain the difference in the prediction of the perfectionism dimensions of females
and males. That is, there may be a family system operating, rather than the simple
linkage model (viz., father-child, mother-child etc.) used within the current research.

The data does not categorically support any of the theories of identification and
modelling which either predict that males identify with males, females with females, or
that women are more involved with the socialisation of children and therefore both
daughters and sons should identify/model their mother. Nor does the data support the
powerful figure view of modelling which would predict that children would
identify/model with their father.

Frost et al.'s (1991) same-gender role model explanation was partially supported by
the mother-daughter results from both the chi square and the father-son regression
results. However, if the same-gender role model explanation is correct then there would
not be significant cross-gender relationships (on the same variable). Table 8.3 shows the
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prediction of a son's D score utilises both the father's and the mother's D score, as such
this result alone refutes a same-gender role modelling hypothesis. For the regression
analyses, it would be expected (if the same-gender role modelling hypothesis is true) that

the opposite gender parent of the child would not significantly contribute in the predicti
of child's perfectionism score. There were both parents-daughter and parents-son
predictions, which refutes a same-gender modelling hypothesis.

Even though the same-gender role model explanation was refuted, there was
support for the modelling and the role-model hypotheses but only for daughters. Overall,
it appears that the mother's perfectionism tendencies, rather than the father's, were more

often associated with the prediction of perfectionistic tendencies of their offspring. Thi

suggests it is the mother's level and type of perfectionism that has a greater relevance t
the father's level and type of perfectionism.

What the current findings highlight is the inability of the three proposed methods of
propagation (viz., modelling, role modelling, and same-gender modelling) to adequately
explain (by themselves) the propagation of perfectionistic tendencies. Another possible
explanation is that these three models may work together in some fashion; that certain
categories or dimensions of perfectionism are more suited to one mode of propagation
than another.

Researchers (Barrow & Moore, 1983; Burns, 1980; Hamachek, 1978; Hollender,

1965) have theorised that conditional love (or the child's perception of conditional love)
a precursor to the development of perfectionism. This explanation is grounded in a
psychoanalytic approach with its emphasis on the early-life-experience framework, and is
based upon characteristics of stereotypical parental behavioural patterns. In general, a
mother is always there offering love and support for her children, and she finds it easy to
display her love and affection. On the other hand the traditional father tends to spend

relatively less time with the children, and has difficulty in showing his love and affecti
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to them. Therefore, w h e n the child does something that gets the father's attention, or
when the father does show love and affection, it has great salience to the child. This

infrequent (compared to the mother's) display of love and affection by the father is ver
powerful, and works in much the same way as conditional love (refer to Maccoby &
Martin, 1983; Woolger & Power, 1993). In this way the father may easily and

unconsciously be creating a situation in which the child perceives it is in a conditiona

love setting. This powerful socialisation device (viz,, conditional love) is how the fat
may consciously or unconsciously modify or replace parts of the basic socialisation
pattern set by the mother. This explanation is based upon the stereotypical family,

however all families, in either a minor or major way, are represented in the stereotypic

family. Thus, fathers and mothers fulfil at least part of the hypothesised roles, and th

roles are flexible and can be either partly or entirely interchangeable. What this is me

to display is the highly dynamic nature of socialisation and the parental interactions w
consciously and unconsciously shape this process. This is supported by the work of
Phares (1992) and Phares and Compas (1992).

8.6 Summary
The chapter 8 results indicated that there are family propensities to the three

personality traits investigated (i.e., perfectionism, locus of control, and coping style)
From the chi square analyses utilising the categories of perfectionism, it appears as
though a mechanism through which precisian beliefs are propagated was discerned. The
indication was that there may be a "female link" in the passing on of perfectionistic
tendencies within families, via either the negative aspects of perfectionism or its
constituent components (viz., NEG = CM + PE + D).

The prediction of a child's perfectionism scores from their parents' perfectionism,

locus of control, and coping style scores provided support for both the modelling and ro

modelling explanations of the transmission of precisian beliefs. These results also furt
highlighted the interrelatedness of the three constructs.
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Chapter 10 investigates the possibility of a female bias socialisation effect by

looking for relationships between gender-role attribute beliefs with both the dimensions
and categories of perfectionism. However, before the investigation into the female bias

socialisation effect can be undertaken, the incorporation of the refinements to the FMPS
(see 7.2.2) needs to be addressed. These changes resulted in the FMPSn becoming the
FMPS(R). A psychometric assessment of the FMPS(R) is undertaken in chapter 9.

Chapter 9
Psychometric properties of the Frost Multidimensional
Perfectionism Scale Revised: Preliminary investigation

9.1 Introduction
One of the findings from the psychometric assessment of the FMPS (refer chapter
5) was that a number of questions needed to be reworded: two because they were

ambiguous, and three others as they failed index of discrimination analysis. The thre

questions which failed index of discrimination analysis were three of the four questi
which comprised the PC dimension. As a result the PC dimension was removed from the
analyses in chapters 6 to 8. Chapters 5 to 8 involved the development of the

perfectionism construct (in both the dimensions and categories aspects) which resulte
the FMPS evolving into the FMPSn. In this chapter (chapter 9) the reworded questions

are reintroduced into the FMPSn, and this is reflected by the FMPSn being renamed the
FMPS(R). The reworded questions were examined for their validity and appropriateness

within the FMPS(R), associated with this were internal consistency, test-retest relia

and confirmatory factor analyses. The reintroduction of the reworded questions into t
perfectionism measure was the third aim of the present study.

9.2 Method
9.2.1 Participants
The participants were drawn from undergraduate psychology students of the
University of Wollongong, and were from a different cohort to that in the previously

presented research in this thesis. There were 424 participants (287 females, 137 male
with an age range of 17.2 years to 59.9 years (M = 22.2, SD = 6.8) who completed the

FMPS(R) at time 1. After an eight week interval these students were again contacted t
complete the FMPS(R) a second time. There were 337 responses at time 2, and 302 of
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these responses were able to be matched to a time 1 response. The 302 test-retest

participants comprised 220 females and 82 males with an age range of 17.4 years to 55.8
years (M = 21.3, SD = 5.9).

9.2.2 Materials
The FMPS(R) is a 35 item scale which was a development of the FMPSII.
Specifically, the five questions located by the psychometric assessment of the FMPSn
(see chapter 5 analyses) which were either ambiguous (questions 4 and 22), or failed

index of discrimination analysis (questions 3,5, and 35), were revised and reintroduced
into the perfectionism measure (see Appendix 5 for the FMPS(R)).

9.2.3 Procedure
Permission was granted by lecturers to have students complete the questionnaire

during lecture time. At the start of a lecture the experimenter was introduced to the cl

The experimenter explained that completing the questionnaire was voluntary, and that no

credit would be gained towards the subject grade by their participation. It was explain

that they would need to complete the questionnaire twice, that is now, and again in abou
eight weeks time. In this way a test-retest reliability analysis could be undertaken.
Participants were advised not to make any attempt to remember their responses to the

questions. After the participants had completed the questionnaire they were thanked for
their time.

9.3 Principal components factor analysis of the FMPS(R)
With the rewording of all the parental criticism dimension questions, it was
appropriate to reassess the FMPS(R)'s factor structure. Two reasons for this were;
i) to ensure the reworded questions form one coherent factor;
ii) to assess if the reworded questions had any effect on the other factors.
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The same procedure employed in chapter 5 was utilised (see section 5.5.2). Frequency

distributions for all variables were inspected (see Table 9.1). Age was the only variabl
not normally distributed, and this was controlled for by use of a partial correlation.

A six factor solution was attempted in an effort to replicate Frost et al.'s (1990)

factor structure. The six factor solution was rejected as the results indicated that a f
factor solution was a more appropriate outcome. The five factor solution given by the

principal components analysis resulted in a pattern matrix output with no cross loadings
A comparison of the five factor solution achieved in chapter 5 (using sample 1 which was

all the participants) and the one achieved using the chapter 9 sample (time 1 participan
is displayed in Tables 9.2 and 9.3. There is only one difference between the chapter 5

solution and the chapter 9 solution in the factor structures, and that is item 4 changing
factors from factor 1 to factor 4. Item 4 is one of the reworded questions from the
recommendations made in chapter 5.

Factor 1 comprised the questions associated with CM; factor 2 comprised the
questions associated with O; factor 3 comprised the questions associated with PC+PE;
factor 4 comprised the questions associated with PS; and factor 5 comprised the
questions associated with D.
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Table 9.2 Comparison of the eigenvalues and variance explained from principal

components analyses for the FMPS (utilising sample 1) and the FMPS(R) (
chapter 9 sample)

F M P S (sample
Factor Eigenvalue

D

FMPS(R) (chapter 9 sample)

% of

Cumulative

variance

%

Eigenvalue

% of

Cumulative

variance

%

1

7.46

21.3

21.3

7.35

21.0

21.0

2

4.26

12.2

33.5

4.54

13.0

34.0

3

2.75

7.9

41.4

3.36

9.6

43.6

4

2.25

6.4

47.8

2.34

6.7

50.2

5

1.62

4.6

52.4

1.50

4.3

54.3

Notes. For sample 1 N = 937, and for chapter 9 sample N = 424.

Of interest were the changes made to the scale based upon the recommendations of
chapter 5. These changes were:

i) item 18 moving from factor 1 (CM dimension) to factor 4 (PS dimension
ii) item 4 moving from factor 4 to factor;
iii) the rewording of item 4;

iv) the rewording of some of factor 3's items (viz., items 3, 5, 22, and

The factor 3 reworded items were all the constituents of the PC dimensi

of the combined PC+PE dimension. In response to the first point of inter

movement of item 18 from factor 1 to factor 4 in the analyses of chapte

by the current finding. Thus it appears that item 18 (viz., "I hate bein

at things") is perceived as relating to the setting of high personal st

dimension) by the Australian sample but relating to having an over-conc
mistakes (CM dimension) for the American sample.

Table 9.3 Comparison of factor loadings for sample 1 and the chapter 9 sample
Sample 1
(all participants, N =937)
Factor
Item

1

23
14
9
25
13
21
34
10
4

.75
.72
.71
.66
.65
.58
.57
.51
.49

7
29
27
2
31
8
22
35
20
11
26
3
1
15
5
12
19
24
30
16
18
6
33
32
28
17

2

3

4

Chapter 9 sample
(time 1 participants, N =: 424)
Factor

5

.86
.84
.78
.75
.73
.72

Item

1

9
25
23
14
10
21
13
34

.71
.71
.67
.66
.62
.59
.58
.52

7
27
29
2
8
31
.76
.76
.75
.69
.68
.62
.61
.52
.48

22
35
5
3
11
15
20
26
1
19
12
30
24
18
16

-.81
-.78
-.67
-.62
-.53
-.52
-.43

6
4

.82
.80
.55
.53

33
32
28
17

2

3

4

5

.85
.83
.79
.76
.76
.75
.83
.83
.77
.74
.72
.71
.70
.57
.51
-.82
-.79
-.66
-.57
-.57
-.57
-.50
-.49

.76
.67
.61
.58

Note. All factor loadings > .4 are shown.

Relating to points two and three, the results in chapter 5 showed that item 4 move

factor 4 to factor 1, this was problematic as the face validity analysis showed th
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4) needed to be reworded for it was ambiguous. Having been reworded, item 4, moved

back to factor 4, as Frost et al. (1990) intended. The final point of interest, was th
performance of the reworded items 3, 5,22, and 35. With the rewording the items
performed as expected in they were loading on the factor where they were expected to

load, and they had high factor loadings. Thus, it appears that the rewording of the i
was successful. However, the PC and PE dimensions still combined as one factor (viz.,
factor 3), suggesting that more investigation into this phenomenon was warranted.

9.4 Investigating the PC and PE dimensions
The five factor solution offered by the current analyses combined the PC and the PE

dimensions (into factor 3), which is the same as in chapter 5. This raised the questi
these are two distinct dimensions as claimed by Frost et al. (1990), then why do they

combine to form a single factor? The investigation into the amalgamation of the PC and

PE dimensions is involved and detracts from the primary focus of this current researc

therefore, only a brief discussion and the results will be presented here with the co
analyses provided in Appendix 6.

As PC and PE were combining, two more factor analyses were run, one with the
PC items removed and one with the PE items removed. This allowed the performance of
the two dimensions to be assessed independently of each other. Logic suggested that

these two factors (PC and PE) are either secondary factors combining under the umbrel
of a primary factor, or, one of the factors is a primary factor while the other is a
secondary factor. As such, the PC and PE dimensions were subjected to a maximum
likelihood factor analysis.

The maximum likelihood factor analysis resulted in a two factor solution.

Inspection of the eigenvalues/sum of the squared loadings and the percentage of varia
explained, indicated that PC was the primary dimension while PE was a sub-dimension

of it. The analyses into PC and PE dimensions raises the question as to whether the PE
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dimension should be eliminated from the F M P S ( R ) . Although the evidence is suggestive
it is not overwhelming enough to warrant the removal of the PE scale. However, the
evidence is strong enough to justify a re-examination of how the PC and PE dimensions
have been assessed. To reflect this new relationship between the PC and PE dimensions,
the combined scales (viz., PC+PE) will now be referred to as PCE.

9.5 Indices of discrimination analysis
The items which were reworded (viz., items 3,4, 5, 22, and 35) were subjected to
Ebel's (1965) index of discrimination analysis. The same criteria was used (viz., a D-

score above .40 indicates effective discrimination, from 30 to 39 indicates a reasonab

good item, between .20 to .29 is a marginal item that requires revision, and .19 or be
is a poor item requiring either removal or revision). The loadings obtained by the five

items are displayed in Table 9.4. Loadings are given for each item when it is placed u
both its specific subscale, and upon its general subscale.

The results indicated that the five reworded items were effectively discriminating on

both their specific and general subscales. As these questions performed adequately, the

it is appropriate that they are used in preference to those suggested by Frost et al. (
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Table 9.4 Index of discrimination scores for reworded items on both their general and
specific subscales ^^^^^^

Loadjngs
Item Specific subscale General subscale

PS POS
4 .53 39

PCE NEG
3 .56 .41
5 .50 39
22 .47 35
35 .43 34
Note. N=424.

9.6 Internal consistency and test-retest reliabilities
Internal consistency and test-retest reliability analyses were run on the FMPS(R).

The results indicate that all items and scales are performing adequately (see Table 9.5
minor difference occurred between time 1 and time 2 alphas, which can be explained by
the participants completing the FMPS(R) a second time and being more "questionnaire
wise" (Tuckman, 1988). The differences between the time 1 and time 2 alphas are of an
acceptable level, and so it can be concluded that the overall scale (i.e., P) and its
subscales (i.e., POS, NEG, CM, PS, PCE, D, and O) are internally consistent

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). Test-retest reliability results indicate that the participa

responses to the perfectionism questionnaire are consistent over an eight week period o
time (Tuckman).
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Table 9.5 Alpha and test-retest reliability values for the FMPS(R)'s overall and
dimensional scales

Dimensions

Alph a time 1

Alph a time 2

Test-retest

P

.84

.87

.80

POS

.81

.82

.79

NEG

.86

.88

.80

CM

.85

.88

.71

PS

.81

.82

.78

PCE

.89

.92

.86

D

.69

.74

.68

0

.88

.89

.82

Notes. N = 424 for time 1, and n = 302 for both time 2 and for the test-retest analysis.

9.7 Confirmatory factor analyses
A confirmatory factor analysis was performed upon the FMPS(R) using the CALIS

procedure from the SAS statistical package. In this way an assessment of the "goo

of-fit" of the factor structure of the FMPS(R) was obtained. Researchers (Bentler

1992; Byrne, 1989; Kline, 1994; Marsh, Balla, & McDonald, 1988; McDonald & Marsh,

1990) have suggested that in appraising the goodness-of-fit index (GFI) the foll
indicators must have values > 0.9:
i) adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI);
ii) non-normed fit index (NNFI);
iii) normed fit index (NFI);
iv) the comparative fit index (CFI).
It is important that a value < 0.05 is achieved by the root mean square residual

and a non significant chi square result is obtained. There is debate as to the e

sample size effects for both the GFI and the AGFI (Marsh et al.). To overcome th
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problem the CFI and the NFI, which are relatively free of size effects (Bentler), were also
reported (see Table 9.6). Of the four confirmatory factor analyses run, models 1 and
were apriori, while models 2 and 3 were post hoc. Models 1 to 3 employed the chapter

participant pool and the FMPS(R), while model 4 employed the chapter 5 participant po
and the FMPS. Model 1 was the FMPS(R) with the combined PCE dimension, model 2
was the FMPS(R) with the four PE questions removed, model 3 was the FMPS(R) with
the five PC questions removed, while model 4 was Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS.

The results from the four models are given so that a comparison is able to be made
between the three models of the FMPS(R) with the original FMPS. All the models

achieved significant likelihood ratio chi square values (viz., p < .001) and this ind
that they are poor models. That is, there was a significant discrepancy between the

predicted and the actual matrices. Looking at the other indicators did not improve th
situation for the FMPS(R) or the FMPS, as none of the indicators for either scale
achieved the set criteria. There was little difference between the four models based

the results of the confirmatory factor analyses. The decision as to which of the four

offered models is the most appropriate is made with consideration of the findings fro

the analyses in the proceeding chapters. Analyses from chapter 5 showed that the FMPS

was inappropriate for use with a more representative sample due to its inability to s

index of discrimination. This resulted in the rewording of a number of questions. Whe
the reworded PC dimension was reintroduced to the FMPS(R) it highlighted further

difficulties with Frost et al.'s (1990) proposed perfectionism structure (viz., CM, P
PC, PE, D, and O), and the possible subsumption of PE by the reworded PC dimension.
However, the removal of the PE dimension, or even the combining of the PC and PE

dimensions, did not rectify the problem. Therefore, the FMPS(R) was left in its 35 it
format with the PC and PE dimensions combining, thus leaving five dimensions (viz.,
CM, PS, PCE, D, and O). It is contended that the FMPS(R) is the best choice (from a

poor selection of models used in the confirmatory factor analyses) from the perfectio

measures assessed. Although the results of the analyses into the FMPS(R) were not ver
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supportive, they do not suggest that the scale be discarded. Rather, they suggest that the
scale be further developed.

Table 9.6 Results of confirmatory factor analyses upon the FMPS(R) and t
Model

c2

df

GFI

AGFI

rmsr

CFI

NNFI

NFI

1

1645.90***

550

.803

.774

.072

.831

.817

.768

2

1101.14***

395

.842

.814

.065

.870

.857

.812

3

1193.78***

424

.834

.806

.069

.845

.830

.780

4

2664.86***

545

.835

.809

.072

.819

.803

.784

Notes. N = 424 for models 1 to 3, and n = 865 for model 4; Model 1 = the FMPS(R)

with PE and PC combined; model 2 = FMPS(R) with PE questions removed; mo

FMPS(R) with PC questions removed; and model 4 = the FMPS. GFI = goodness

index; AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index; rmsr = root mean square res

Bentler's (1990) comparative fit index; NNFI = Bentler and Bonett's (1980
fit index; and NFI = Bentler and Bonett's (1980) normed fit index.

***=P< .001.

9.8 Comparison of the achieved internal reliability and goodness-offit results of the FMPS(R) to that of other FMPS validation studies

To date there has been three psychometric examination studies involving t

and these are by Parker and Adkins (1995), Parker and Stumpf (1995), and S
(1998). Although a direct comparison between these three studies and the

cannot be done due differences in the perfectionism scales used (viz., FM
FMPS(R)), it is still of interest see how the measures fare against each

studies of Parker and colleagues, there are two aspects which can be comp
current work. First, there is the internal reliability analyses. Second,

Stumpf s research employed confirmatory factor analysis in the examinati

validity of the FMPS's structure. The work of Stober focussed on the fact
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the F M P S , and he deemed a four factor (instead of six) solution was the most

appropriate. However, his statistical data is not presented as it is not directly compar
to the statistical methods employed within this body of work. However, some of his

findings are supported by this thesis; that O is a primary dimension of perfectionism, a
the combining of the PC and PE dimensions.

An examination of the internal reliability alphas is the first comparison between the
psychometric assessment of the FMPS(R) and validation studies of the FMPS.
Displayed in Table 9.7 are the dimensions of the FMPS(R) and the FMPS, and the
internal reliability coefficients for:
i) "time one" from the current analysis (refer to Table 9.5);
ii) Parker and Adkins' (1995) study;
iii) Parker and Stumpf s (1995) study;
iv) Frost et al.'s (1990) original study in developing the FMPS.

From the various studies there are many consistencies between the results of the interna

reliability analyses, with the results from the current study tending to fall between th
ranges reported by the other researchers.

173

Table 9.7 Comparison of internal reliability alphas for Frost et al. (1990), two
validation studies, and the chapter 9 study

Scale and studies

FMPS
P

Frost et al. Parker & Adkins

Scale and study
Parker &

(1990)

(1995)

Stumpf (1995)

.90

.88

.87

FMPS(R) Ch

9 study

P

.84

POS

.81

NEG

.86

CM

.88

.90

.83

CM

.85

PS

.83

.87

.74

PS

.81

PC

.84

.91

.78

PE

.84

.57

.77
PCE

.89

D

.77

.72

.67

D

.69

0

.93

.95

.90

O

.88

Notes, For Frost et al. n = 178, for Parker and Adkins N = 278, for Parker and Stumpf
N = 855, and for the chapter 9 study N = 424.

The research of Parker and Stumpf (1995) is the only other study that has applied
the confirmatory factor analyses goodness-of-fit model to the FMPS, apart from this
current body of work. Within Table 9.8 is the comparison of the confirmatory factor
analyses results from the current study to that of Parker and Stumpf. Looking at Table
9.8, model 1 is an apriori attempt at a goodness-of-fit index for the FMPS(R) while

model 4 is an apriori attempt of a goodness-of-fit index for Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS
Model "first" is Parker and Stumpf s apriori attempt at the goodness-of-fit index for
Frost et al.'s FMPS, while model "ninth" represents their ninth modelling where-upon

"an acceptable degree of fit was reached" (p. 376). As such, model 4 and model first ar

directly comparable and the results are markedly different. The two contrasting result

are not able to be explained, it is surmised the differences m a y lie in the differing sample

pools, cultural differences, differences within the statistical packages (viz., CALI
against LISREL), or in how the statistical packages were used.

Table 9.8 Comparison of confirmatory factor analyses of the current study to that of
Parker and Stumpf (1995)

Model c2 df GFI AGFI
results from the chapter 9 study
1 1645.90*** 550 .803 .774
4 2664.86*** 545 .835 .809

results from Parker and Stumpf
First 11,342*** 545 .36 .26
Ninth 1,585*** 538 .90 .88

Notes. N = 424 for model 1; n = 865 for model 4; and N = 855 for models first through
to ninth. Model 1 = the FMPS(R); model 4 = the FMPS; models first through to ninth =
the FMPS. GFI = goodness-of-fit index; and AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index.

*** = p< .001.

Unfortunately no direct comparisons can be made between the goodness-of-fit
assessment of the FMPS(R) (viz., model 1) and the goodness-of-fit assessment of the
FMPS (viz., models first and ninth) by Parker and Stumpf (1995), due to the scales

having different factor structures (viz., five factors as against six factors) and h
questions worded differently. Comparing model 4 to model first indicates that the

FMPS, although not quite performing up to acceptable levels, performed substantially
better on an Australian sample (model 4) than on an American sample (model ninth).
Parker and Stumpf were able to improve the performance of the FMPS after eight
modifications to their analyses procedure. However, model 4 is not compared to model
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ninth. This is because a query is raised in terms of the procedure employed by Parker
and Stumpf, in that no explanation (theoretical or otherwise) was given as to why nine
modellings were attempted. Hair et al. (1992) stated that the LISREL program suggests
possible modifications to a proposed model via examination of the normalised residuals

and the modification index. The researcher, however, must have a theoretical justificati
for employing the suggested changes before the respecified model can be tested.

Otherwise, "the researcher is capitalising on the uniqueness of these particular data, a

the result will most probably be an atheoretical but statistically significant model tha
little generalisability and limited use" (Hair et al., p. 461).

9.9 Summary
The third aim of this research, and the focus of this chapter, was to incorporate
Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS questions which failed index of discrimination analysis into
the FMPS(R), and then subject the FMPS(R) to a psychometric assessment. These

questions were able to satisfy the set criteria and were reintroduced into the perfectio
measure. Overall, the FMPS(R) is an acceptable instrument for the assessment of

perfectionism. It achieved favourable internal reliability coefficients and good test-re

reliability. Although the FMPS(R) in its current format is acceptable, there are further
refinements that could be made such as:
i) reformulating the PE dimension;
ii) reformulating the D dimension due to lowish alpha and test-retest reliability.
These suggested improvements are areas for future research.

The final version of the FMPS(R) is a 35 item scale which has five specific
subscales; concern over mistakes (CM), personal standards (PS), parental criticisms and
expectations (viz., PCE), doubts about actions (D), and organisation (O). These
subscales are most useful when one is trying to hone in on a particular aspect of
perfectionism. Two general subscales can be derived from the five specific subscales,
which are POS (viz., PS + O) and NEG (viz., CM + PCE + D). These two

176

perfectionism clusters are useful w h e n investigating the positive aspects of perfectionism
(viz., POS) alternatively referred to as high achievers, or with the negative aspects of
perfectionism (viz., NEG) which is associated with negative mental health or
psychopathology. An overall perfectionism (P) score is derived by summing the two
general subscales (viz., P = POS + NEG), however caution is suggested when using this
broad perfectionism measure. The overall P score is over-encompassing, and in many
ways is too gross a measure to meaningfully reflect the varied type(s) of perfectionism
that people manifest.

One of the findings from chapter 8 was the suggestion of a female bias socialisation
effect running through the perfectionism construct. Now that the FMPS(R) is in an
acceptable format, it will be used to assess the chapter 8 suggestion. The following
chapter investigates the FMPS(R)'s dimensions and categories of perfectionism for
gender-role attribute beliefs.
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Chapter 10
Perfectionism and gender-role attributions

10.1 Preamble
The results from the chapter 7 analyses supported the proposal that modelling and
role modelling were two possible mechanisms by which perfectionistic beliefs are
obtained. However, while the results supported these hypotheses (of modelling and role
modelling), they were also suggestive that some "other variable" (which has similarities
with the distinctions imposed by biological sex - namely female and male) would give a
more comprehensive result. A s such, the concept of gender-role attribute beliefs w a s
suggested as a replacement for the sex (female or male) distinction.

The gender-role attribute beliefs construct satisfies the criteria of having similarities
with the distinctions imposed by biological sex. Gender-role attribute beliefs also have
three additional bonuses:
i)

both perfectionism and gender-role attribute beliefs are cognitive styles (or belief
patterns);

ii)

both perfectionism and gender-role attribute beliefs have been explained by the
psychoanalytic perspective via development of the super-ego and/or identification
(Freud, 1923/1961 b; Bronfenbrenner, 1960);

iii) both perfectionism and gender-role attribute beliefs have been explained by the
social learning perspective via the modelling or role modelling mechanism
(Bandura, 1977, 1986; Mischel, 1968, 1973).
A s such, it is suggested that for the purposes of the current research, the perfectionism
construct is more compatible with the gender-role attribute construct than the biological
sex construct. Therefore, it is proposed that in attempting to determine the mechanisms
by which perfectionism is propagated it is more appropriate to use gender-role attribute

beliefs than a biological state (sex). Although it is beyond the scope of this current

research to follow this proposal through to its conclusion, this research will sta

process by investigating the links between gender-role attributes and perfectionis
to state it formally as the fourth aim of the current research:

(Aim 4)
To investigate the relationship(s) between gender-role attribute
beliefs and perfectionism.

10.2 Introduction
Early formulations of gender-role attribute beliefs were based upon a feminine-

masculine continuum, where individuals (regardless of their biological make-up) we
designated as being feminine if they self-affiliated with behaviours deemed to be

female traits", or were designated as being masculine if they self-affiliated with

behaviours deemed to be "typical male traits" (Kagan, 1964). Due to anomalies which

became apparent it was further developed by proposing separate feminine and mascul
dimensions, resulting in the androgyny model (Bern, 1974, 1977; Spence, Helmreich,

Stapp, 1975). The best known androgyny model (that of Bern, 1975) posits four types
or distinctions:

i) androgynous - an individual who has high self-affiliations with behaviours whic
are "typically female" and those which are "typically male";
ii) feminine - an individual who has high self-affiliations with behaviours which

"typically female" and low self-affiliations with those which are "typically male"

iii) masculine - an individual who has high self-affiliations with behaviours whic

"typically male" and low self-affiliations with those which are "typically female"

iv) undifferentiated - an individual who has low self-affiliations with behaviours
are "typically female" and those which are "typically male".
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The development of gender-role attribute beliefs will be explained from both a
psychoanalytic perspective and a social learning theory perspective. The psychoanalytic
perspective utilises Freud's (1923/1961b) resolution of the Oedipus complex. To resolve
the Oedipus complex a son needs to replace his object-cathexis with his mother, whereas
a daughter needs to replace her object-cathexis with her father. Freud believed the two

options available to children to resolve this issue are to increase their identification w
either their same-gender or opposite-gender parent. For a son, identifying with his
mother develops the feminine aspect in his character, while identifying with his father
further develops the masculine aspect of his character. For a daughter, identifying with
her mother further develops the feminine aspect in her character, while identifying with
her father develops the masculine aspect of her character. The Freudian explanation

makes it readily apparent how the initiation of gender-role attribute beliefs can come abo
from the resolution of the Oedipus complex. The child identifies with a parent by
introjecting the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviours displayed by that parent. A not
dissimilar account, in some respects, has been proposed by social learning theorists. The

social learning perspective is that when children decide to imitate or assume the attitudes
beliefs, and behaviours exhibited by their parents, then in effect, the parents are
"modelling" or "role-modelling" the characteristics the children wish to imitate. From the

explanations given it is obvious there is considerable overlap between the two theoretical
perspectives. Having illustrated possible links between the development of perfectionism
and gender-role attributes, the discussion now moves on to further discuss the genderrole attribute construct.

Initially, researchers (Bern, 1975; Orlofsky, 1977) argued that individuals
categorised as androgynous had social and psychological advantages, for these people

would experience relatively greater levels of positive mental health due to their relative
freedom (when compared to feminine and masculine) in how they responded. Later
research (Marsh, 1987; Marsh & Byrne, 1991; Marsh & Myers, 1986; Taylor & Hall,
1982; Whitley, 1983) found no difference between androgynous and masculine

designated persons in terms of their psychological wellbeing and adjustment. There is
however, some reservation about the salience of masculinity in regard to positive mental
health effect. This is in part because the masculine dimension has more socially desirable
qualities while the feminine dimension has fewer socially desirable qualities (Pei-Hui &
Ward, 1994), at least as they have been measured.

Drawing the strings together from the gender-role attribute and the perfectionism
literature generates a number of propositions. These relationships are based upon the
proposed reflection of a person's psychological state from their gender-role attribute
categorisation and their precisian categorisation. Building upon the contention (Pei-Hui
& Ward, 1994) that the masculine dimension has more socially desirable qualities than the
feminine dimension, it is expected that:
i) androgyny and masculinity will be associated with the positive side of
perfectionism (viz., ultra and enabling perfectionism);
ii) femininity will be associated with the negative side of perfectionism (viz., disabling
perfectionism);
iii) undifferentiated will be associated with non perfectionism (as neither are perceived
in either a positive or a negative light).
On the other hand, if the feminine and the masculine dimensions are equally socially
desirable, the relationships between gender-role attributes and perfectionism will be the
same as those proposed from the self-regulation perspective. Table 10.1 illustrates the
relationships between the gender-role attribute categorisations and the perfectionism
categorisations from three perspectives. The first two perspectives are from differing
gender-role attribute explanations, while the third perspective is from a self-regulation
perspective.

Self-regulation theory ties gender-role attribute beliefs to perfectionism via the
internally informational versus the internally controlling distinction. Deci and Ryan
(1986) describe the internally informational style as the self-determined initiation and
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regulation of behaviour, that is, regulation through choice. It is proposed that internally
informational people are reflected in androgynous and undifferentiated people. Both
androgynous and undifferentiated individuals are free to respond to situations in a manner
which they feel is appropriate, rather than being bound by perceived appropriate
behavioural patterns for their gender. This freedom to respond to situations in an

unrestrained manner is also displayed by ultra and enabling perfectionists, who are able to
modify their gaols and standards in response to situational constraints. Undifferentiated
individuals while being free to respond, choose either not to, or to minimally respond to

the situation. This choice of not responding to a situation would also be reflected in eith
not choosing, or choosing to a lesser extent, to set goals or standards as per non
perfectionists.

The internally controlling style, for Deci and Ryan (1986), encompassed a selfcontrolling initiation and regulation of behaviour, such that the individual is bound by
their inner demands and (preset) shoulds (italicised in Deci and Ryan). The psychological

rigidity of people with the internally controlling style forces them to respond to situatio
in predetermined ways, similar to feminine and masculine individuals who are bound by
the gender-role (female and male) stereotypes to which they self-affiliate. Burns (1980),
in describing neurotic perfectionism (see section 1.3), mentions inappropriate selfmanagement strategies and being bound up in the tyranny of shoulds and coulds.
Demanding a 100% successful performance of oneself regardless of the situational
constraints defines the disabled perfectionist, as well as displaying their psychological
rigidity (having to respond to situations in predetermined or preset ways).
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T a b l e 10.1 Relationships between gender-role attributes and perfectionism from three
perspectives

Perfectionism categorisations
Gender-role attribute perspective
(utilising social desirability biases)

Self-regulation
perspective

masculinity > masculinity =
Gender-role attribute

femininity femininity

categorisations
Androgynous

ultra, enabling

ultra, enabling

ultra, enabling

Femininity

disabling

disabling

disabling

Masculinity

ultra, enabling

disabling

disabling

Undifferentiated

non

non

non

Notes. Masculinity > femininity - represents masculinity being more socially desirable
than femininity; masculinity = femininity - represents masculinity and femininity having
equal social desirability.

Within the constraints of the w a y self-regulation, gender-role attributes, and
perfectionism have been defined, and the way gender-role attributes and perfectionism
have been measured, the following proposal is offered. The difference between the
expected relationships for gender-role attribute and self-regulation theory with
perfectionism, is in the relationship that masculinity has with perfectionism. Obtaining a
relationship between masculinity and the positive sides of perfectionism would support

the contention that the masculinity dimension is perceived in a more positive light than th
femininity dimension. A relationship between masculinity and the negative side of
perfectionism would support the contention that the masculinity and the femininity
dimensions are perceived as being equally socially desirable, and also support a selfregulation explanation.
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Included in the gender-role attribution scale (used in this research) is a social
desirability measure. Social desirability is the propensity to present oneself in a manner
which the individual believes will enhance or promote one's acceptance or attractiveness
to the targeted audience. Although the social desirability dimension was not designed as a
stand alone measure, it is believed relating the scale to the perfectionism measures would
be informative for two reasons. First, it would help clarify which of the positions, taken
by the gender-role attribute as against the self-regulation construct, is correct in regard to
the relationship between masculinity and the positive aspects of perfectionism. Second,
neither the F M P S nor the F M P S ( R ) has been assessed for social desirability effects.
Therefore, before any gender-role attribute effects were investigated, both the dimensions
and categories of the F M P S ( R ) were compared to a measure of social desirability.

Within this chapter both social desirability and gender-role designation were
assessed twice with differing formulations of the F M P S ( R ) (viz., dimensions versus
categories of perfectionism). This is undertaken as exploratory analyses comparing and
contrasting the differences in two formulations of perfectionism. B y the dual analyses an
appreciation of h o w to best utilise the dimension versus the category perspectives would
be obtained.

10.3 Method
10.3.1

Participants

The 2 2 4 participants (142 females, 8 2 males) ranged in age from 16.6 years to 53.4
years ( M = 23.9, S D = 7.9), and were drawn from undergraduate psychology students of
the University of Wollongong.

10.3.2 Materials
Participants received a questionnaire package comprising the F M P S ( R ) and the
Australian Sex-Role Scale ( A S R S : Antill, Cunningham, Russell, & Thompson, 1981; see

Appendix 7 for the questionnaire). T h e F M P S ( R ) is a 35 item scale which has been
psychometrically examined on an Australian sample. It has eight dimensions (viz., P,
POS, NEG, CM, PS, PCE, D, and O), and four categories (viz., ultra, enabling,
disabling, and non perfectionism) (see section 9.9). The ordering of the FMPS(R) and
the ASRS in the questionnaire package were randomised to negate any ordering effect.

Gender-role attribute beliefs were measured using form A of the ASRS (Antill et
al., 1981). It consists of 50 personality-like descriptors (e.g., loves children, firm,
dependent, patient) to which the individual responds on a 7 point Likert scale ranging
from "never or almost never true" (1) to "always or almost always true" (7). Both the
femininity (F) and masculinity (M) dimensions comprise 20 items, while the neutral (N)
dimension comprises 10 items. Half of the items, from each of the three dimensions, are
deemed as being socially desirable and half are deemed as not being socially desirable.
From the scale six different scores can be obtained, which are:
i) positively valued attributes of femininity (viz., loves children, gentle);
ii) negatively valued attributes of femininity (viz., needs approval, bashful);
iii) positively valued attributes of masculinity (viz., firm, responsible);
iv) negatively valued attributes of masculinity (viz., aggressive, boastful);
v) high social desirability beliefs (viz., self-sufficient, resourceful);
vi) low social desirability beliefs (viz., rash, childlike).

Four gender-role designations are derived from the ASRS by using a median split
on the attributes associated with femininity and on the attributes associated with

masculinity (Antill et al., 1981). A high femininity score with a low masculinity score i
categorised as feminine, a low femininity score with a high masculinity score is
categorised as masculine, a high femininity score with a high masculinity score is
categorised as androgynous, and a low femininity score with a low masculinity score is

categorised as undifferentiated (Spence et al., 1975). Individuals categorised as feminin

predominantly display characteristics associated with females, while those categorised as
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masculine predominantly display characteristics associated with males. Individuals
categorised as androgynous frequently display characteristics of both females and males,

while those categorised as undifferentiated infrequently display characteristics associate
with gender. An overall social desirability score is obtained by subtracting the raw low
social desirability beliefs score from 40 and then adding that to the raw high social
desirability beliefs score. The ASRS has an internal consistency alpha ranging from .66
to .89 for the various dimensions, and these were deemed to be adequate given the nature
of the scale (Antill et al., 1981).

10.3.3 Procedure
Permission was granted by lecturers to have students complete the questionnaire

during lecture time. At the start of a lecture the experimenter was introduced to the class
The experimenter explained that completing the questionnaire was voluntary, and that no
credit would be gained towards the subject grade by their participation. After the
participants had completed the questionnaire they were thanked for their time.

10.4 Social desirability and gender-role designations
In developing the ASRS Antill et al. (1981) appreciated that some responses would
be more socially acceptable than others, and so they incorporated a social desirability

scale into their questionnaire. Social desirability (or response bias) measures the person
propensity to answer questions so as to create a favourable impression (Aron & Aron,
1994). People with a high social desirability score give themselves high scores on the
questions associated with the positive aspects of the gender to which they self-identify,
and at the same time give themselves low scores on the questions they associated with the
negative aspects of the gender to which they self-identify. This allocation of a high or a

low score to a question is not based on a belief of how accurately it represents the person
(filling out the questionnaire), but rather how the person wants to appear to others.
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Research into the A S R S has shown that there are social desirability effects within

the scale, and that masculinity is perceived in a more socially desirable manner than
femininity (Farnhill & Ball, 1985; Marsh, Antill, & Cunningham, 1989). Before the
gender-role designation analysis was performed, a gender by social desirability

assessment was carried out. This was to determine if any social desirability by gend
respondent effects were occurring. There was no significant difference (F(l, 222) =

3.23, p = NS) between females and males in their social desirability scores. Females
males were responding in a similar manner on the ASRS in regard to their social
desirability responses. The reported means and standard deviations of the ASRS are
displayed in Table 10.2.

Table 10.2 Means (and standard deviations) for the ASRS dimensions

Females

Males

Dimension

M (SD)

M (SD)

F+

54.1 (6.3)

51.4(63)

F-

39.6 (9.2)

35.9 (7.5)

Ftotal

93.7(12.5)

87.2 (9.7)

M+

44.2 (6.7)

45.8 (5.7)

M-

32.8 (8.1)

34.5(8.1)

Mtotal

77.0 (13.4)

80.3 (11.7)

S+

25.3 (3.7)

26.0 (3.6)

S-

21.9 (4.0)

22.6 (4.0)

Stotal

47.2 (5.6)

48.6 (5.8)

Notes. For females n = 142; for males n = 82. F+ = female positive items; F- = female

negative items; Ftotal = overall femininity score; M+ = male positive items; M- = mal

negative items; Mtotal = overall masculinity score; S+ = socially desirable items; Ssocially undesirable items; and Stotal = overall social desirability score.
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Social desirability by gender-role designation effects were investigated using a
oneway manova. A significant difference (F(3, 220) = 5.07, p< .01) between the four

gender-role designations in their social desirability scores was found. Post hoc analyse

using a Scheffe test (set at pi = .05) and employing the harmonic mean were then utilised
The only significant differences occurred between the feminine group with the masculine
and undifferentiated groups. Feminine designated people had a lower propensity to

present themselves in a socially favourable manner than people designated to be in eithe
the masculine or the undifferentiated groups. Table 103 displays the means and standard
deviations for the four gender-role designations. The relationship between social

desirability and gender-role designations is further examined in the following sections.

Table 10.3 Social desirability means (and standard deviations) for the four gender-role
designations

Gender-role designation

M

SD

Androgynous

47.0

5.3

Feminine*1'b

45.8

6.9

Masculine3

49.0

4.7

Undifferentiated13

49.3

5.1

Note. A significant difference is designated by items having the same letter superscript.

10.5 Social desirability and perfectionism
The ASRS is reported as being a functioning and robust scale (Marsh et al., 1989;
Russell & Antill, 1984). Therefore, it was deemed appropriate to assess the dimensions
of the ASRS with the dimensions and categories of the FMPS(R).

10.5.1

With

regard to the dimensions

of perfectionism

A Pearson product moment correlation was used to assess the dimensions of the
FMPS(R) for social desirability effects. A conservative approach was adopted in setting
the criteria level (viz., p < .01) for three reasons:
i) due to the large sample size;
ii) in general, the wording of the questions comprising the FMPS(R) are phrased in an
extreme manner (e.g., "My parents always criticised me for my mistakes");
iii) the questions asked within the FMPS(R) are laden with either socially favourable
(e.g., "I am very good at focussing my efforts at attaining a goal") or socially
unfavourable (e.g., "I usually have doubts about the simple everyday things I do")
connotations.

A negative significant correlation (r = -35) occurred between the D dimension and
social desirability (see Table 10.4). The stronger the belief held by people about their
inability to bring things to fruition the less they are concerned about presenting
themselves in a socially desirable manner. As this dimension measures a negatively

valued personality temperament (viz., self-doubt), it is understandable that the negative
correlation occurred. The person in admitting to a negatively valued personality
temperament is by definition acting in a manner contrary to social desirability tenets.
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Table 10.4 Correlations between the FMPS(R)'s dimensions and social desirability

Dimension Correlation Dimension Correlation

P -.09 CM -.22
PS .21
POS .25 PCE -.24
NEG -.29 D -35**
O .20

Notes. N = 224. P = POS + NEG; POS = PS + O; and NEG = CM + PCE
**=p< .01.

10.5.2 With regard to the categorisations of perfectionism
A oneway manova was used to establish if there were any relationships between
social desirability and the four categorisations of perfectionism. A significant (F(3,

= 10.85, p< .01) relationship occurred between social desirability and perfectionism. T

determine where the differences lay post hoc analyses using the Scheffe test (set at pi
.01) were employed. The harmonic mean was used to accommodate differences in
sample sizes. There was no difference between the social desirability scores of ultra,
enabled, and non perfectionists. A significant difference occurred between the social
desirability scores of disabled perfectionists (M = 44.21, SD = 5.50) on the one hand,
with those of ultra (M = 47.94, SD = 5.61), enabled (M = 50.57, SD = 4.00), and non

(M = 48.09, SD = 5.87) perfectionists on the other. That is, disabled perfectionists wer
less likely to respond in a manner which they perceived showed themselves in a more
desirable light than ultra, enabled, and non perfectionists.

In summary, the dimensions of perfectionism that were perceived negatively (those
associated with psychopathology; viz., NEG, CM, PCE, and D) had negative
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correlations with social desirability. However, only the doubts about actions dimension
reached significance level. Those dimensions of perfectionism that were perceived
positively (those associated with high achievers; viz., POS, PS, and O) had positive
correlations with social desirability. Because significant social desirability effects
occurred within the doubts about actions dimension, care needs to be taken when using
this subscale. The categories of perfectionism showed a similar trend to that of the
dimensions of perfectionism; significantly higher social desirability scores were
associated with ultra, enabling, and non perfectionism than with disabling perfectionism.

It was expected that the perfectionism dimensions and categories that are perceived
favourably are positively associated with social desirability, while those perfectionism
dimensions and categories that are perceived unfavourably are negatively associated with

social desirability. In terms of the FMPS(R), the overall results are acceptable, for even
though the FMPS(R) has many "value laden" questions, in general its dimensions and
categories displayed a reasonable level of resilience to the social desirability effects.

10.6 Gender-role designations and perfectionism
The investigation into possible relationships between gender-role designations and
perfectionism continues on the analyses begun in chapter 7 looking into possible
explanations for the propagation of precisian tendencies. As such, the following study is

an attempt to link two cognitive styles or propensities, namely perfectionism with genderrole attributes. Also being assessed is the proposed relationships between gender-role
designations and perfectionism when viewed from the gender-role perspective as against
the self-regulation perspective.

10.6.1 With regard to the dimensions of perfectionism
The first manova was a general exploratory analysis assessing if there were any
differences in the perfectionism scores achieved by the people in the four gender-role
designations. Significant differences were located between the gender-role designations
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with all of the FMPS(R)'s dimensions. Shown in Table 10.5 are the results of the initial
manova analysis. Included are the means and standard deviations of the FMPS(R)'s
dimensional scores achieved by the participants when sorted by their gender-role

designations. This result was informative as it indicated differences in the perfectio
scores. However, post hoc analyses (utilising manovas) were required to further tease

out where the differences were between the gender-role designations and the dimensions
oftheFMPS(R).

The post hoc manova analyses indicated the relationship between the gender-role
designations and perfectionism was the same for the P, POS, NEG, CM, and O
dimensions. Members of the undifferentiated group had significantly lower P, POS,
NEG, CM, and O scores than members of the masculine (t = 4.11, p < .01; t = 4.31, p <

01; t = 2.89, p < .01; t = 2.38, p < .05; t = 2.29, p < .05, respectively), feminine (t

4.09, p < .01; t = 3.76, p < .01; t = 3.09, p < .01; t = 2.56, p < .05; t = 3.11, p < .

respectively), and androgynous (t = 5.08, p< .01; t = 4.71, p< .01; t = 4.10, p< .01; t

= 2.44, p < .05; t = 2.36, p < .05, respectively) groupings. Undifferentiated individu

displayed fewer overall perfectionism tendencies, engaged in fewer behaviours associat
with either the positive or the negative aspects of perfectionism, are less concerned

making mistakes, and have less of a need for organisation and tidiness within their li
than people in the other three gender-role designations.

Table 10.5 Results of the manova analysis, together with the means (and standard

deviations) of the FMPS(R)'s dimensional scores achieved by the partici
sorted by their gender-role designations

F
P

/"\ Q O

JfJi-Sciic

Androgynous

Feminine

Masculine

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

L n differential
M(SD)

96.5(13.8)

93.0(15.8)

92.4(143)

813(12.6)

463 (6.8)

44.2 (7.8)

46.0 (7.5)

40.5 (6.2)

POS

A I I

NEG

6.06**

61.0(13.2)

58.7(15.0)

56.0(13.0)

48.8(10.8)

CM

2.92*

22.5 (6.4)

22.7 (7.2)

21.8 (6.5)

18.8 (5.1)

PS

10.43***

24.3 (5.0)

21.9 (4.9)

23.8 (4.5)

20.0 (3.8)

PCE

5.94**

26.7 (8.5)

23.2 (7.8)

23.9 (7.1)

20.3 (4.6)

D

10.01***

11.8 (3.4)

12.8 (2.9)

10.3 (2.4)

9.7 (2.7)

O

3.50*

22.1 (3.2)

22.4 (4.6)

22.2 (4.5)

20.5 (4.4)

Notes. For androgynous n = 47, for feminine n = 63, for masculine n = 65, and for
undifferentiated n = 49.
df = 3, 220.
* = p < .05; ** = p < .01; *** = p < .001.

People in the undifferentiated group had significantly lower PS scores t
in the masculine (t = 4.56, p < .01), feminine (t = 2.94, p < .01), and

5.12, p < .01) groups. Lower personal standards were set by people in th

undifferentiated group than people in either of the masculine, feminine,

groups. A significant difference (t = 2.49, p< .05) occurred on the PS s

the feminine and androgynous individuals. People in the androgynous cate
setting higher personal standards than people in the feminine category.

Significantly lower PCE scores were obtained by the undifferentiated gro

either the masculine (t = 2.63, p < .01) or the androgynous (t = 3.98, p
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Undifferentiated individuals perceived their parents as being less critical and having fewer
expectations of them than people in either the masculine or androgynous groups. People
in the feminine category had significantly lower (t = 2.87, p < .01) PCE scores than
people in the androgynous category. Feminine individuals reported their parents as being
less critical and having fewer expectations of them than androgynous individuals.

People in the undifferentiated category had significantly lower D scores than people
in the masculine (t = 5.00, p < .01) or androgynous (t = 3.27, p < .01) categories.

Having fewer doubts about one's actions is more indicative of undifferentiated rather than
masculine or androgynous individuals. A significant difference in D scores occurred
between the masculine group with the feminine (t = 4.08, p < .01) and androgynous (t =
2.27, p< .01) groups. Masculine individuals had fewer doubts about their actions than
people from either the feminine or the androgynous individuals.

10.6.2 With regard to the categorisations of perfectionism
To establish if there were any relationships between the perfectionism
categorisations with the gender-role designations a chi square analysis was performed.
There were significant effects (c2 (9, N = 224) = 41.19, p < .001) between the genderrole and perfectionism designations. Displayed in Table 10.6 are the observed and
expected frequencies of participants when sorted by both their gender-role designation
and their perfectionism categorisation.

The results of sorting the participants by their gender-role designation and then by
their perfectionism categorisation provided significant and interesting results. Ultra
perfectionism was over-represented amongst androgynous individuals, grossly underrepresented in the undifferentiated individuals, and occurred around the expected
frequency for both feminine and masculine individuals. Enabling perfectionism occurred
more than expected for masculine individuals, and around the expected frequency for
androgynous, feminine, and undifferentiated individuals. Disabling perfectionism
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occurred more than expected for feminine individuals, and around the expected frequency
for androgynous, masculine, and undifferentiated individuals. N o n perfectionism was
over-represented amongst undifferentiated individuals, and under-represented amongst
androgynous, feminine, and masculine individuals.

Table 10.6 Observed (and expected) participant frequencies for the gender-role
designations when sorted by perfectionism categorisations

Gender-role designations

Perfectionism
categorisations

Androgynous

Feminine

Masculine

Undifferentiated

Ultra

22(14.1)

21 (78.8)

22(19.4)

2(14.7)

Enabling

8 (9.2)

11(72.4)

17(72.8)

8 (9.6)

Disabling

8 (9.9)

17(73.2)

13(13.6)

9(10.3)

Non

9(13.8)

14(78.6)

13(79.2)

30(14.4)

Total

41(47.0)

63 (63.0)

65(65.0)

49 (49.0)

Note. N = 224.

The interaction between gender-role designations and perfectionism categorisations
appears to be thus:
i)

ultra perfectionism has a positive gender-role link. This was shown by the
similarity of observed and expected frequencies from the feminine and masculine
groups, the higher than expected occurrence with androgynous individuals (high in
both feminine and masculine attributes), and the almost non appearance amongst the
undifferentiated group (low in both the feminine and masculine attributes);

ii)

enabling perfectionism has a positive gender-role link with masculinity. There was
a higher than expected occurrence of masculine individuals amongst people with
enabling perfectionism while the androgynous, feminine, and undifferentiated
groups occurred in approximately their expected frequencies;
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iii)

disabling perfectionism has a positive gender-role link with femininity. There was

a higher than expected occurrence of feminine individuals amongst people with
disabling perfectionism while the androgynous, masculine, and undifferentiated
groups occurred in approximately their expected frequencies;
iv) non perfectionism has a negative gender-role link. There was a higher than
expected occurrence of undifferentiated individuals amongst non perfectionists
while the androgynous, feminine, and masculine groups occurred in lower than
expected frequencies.

Previous analyses showed there were gender effects only on the PS and O
dimensions of the FMPSn. The current finding suggests it would be interesting to
compare the perfectionism dimensions within the gender versus gender-role designation
context.

10.7 Gender versus gender-role designation and perfectionism
Two separate chi square analyses were used to assess if there were any gender

effects in the gender-role designation and perfectionism categorisation relationships. Th

first analysis utilised only the female participants while the second utilised only the m
participants.

10.7.1 Females only
The chi square analysis between the gender-role designations and the
categorisations of perfectionism showed significant (c2 (9, n = 142) = 33.85, p < .001)
effects. Shown in Table 10.7 are the observed and expected frequencies of female
participants when sorted by both their gender-role designation and their perfectionism
categorisation.

Table 10.7 Observed (and expected) female participant frequencies for the gender-role
designations when sorted by perfectionism categorisations

Perfectionism
categorisations

Gender-role designations
Androgynous

Feminine

Masculine

Ultra 14 (9.7)

18(77.5)

13(77.7) 1 (7.1)

Enabling 3 (5.9)

10 (70.6)

12 (7.7) 3 (4.3)

Disabling 7 (6.8)

15(72.2)

7 (8.7) 3 (5.0)

Non 6 (7.6)

11 (73.7)

4 (9.1) 15 (5.6)

54 (54.0)

36(36.0)

Total

30(30.0)

Undifferentiated

22 (22.0)

Note, n = 142.

A comparison of the distributions achieved by all the participants as against only the
female participants shows a consistency in the results. Although care need be taken
comparing the two chi square tables (viz., Tables 10.6 and 10.7), it is obvious that
trends are the same. Ultra perfectionism occurred more often than expected amongst

androgynous individuals, at expected rates for feminine and masculine individuals, a

under represented amongst undifferentiated individuals. Enabling perfectionism occur
more often than expected amongst masculine individuals, and around the expected
frequencies for androgynous, feminine, and undifferentiated individuals. Disabling

perfectionism was slightly more represented than expected amongst feminine individu
and at expected frequencies for androgynous, masculine, and undifferentiated

individuals. Non perfectionism was grossly over represented amongst undifferentiated

individuals, around the expected frequency for androgynous and feminine individuals,
and less than expected for masculine individuals.
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10.7.2

Males

only

The chi square analysis between the categorisations of perfectionism with the
gender-role designations was unable to be performed due to more than 2 0 % of the cells
having an expected frequency of less thanfiveobservations (viz., 8 of 16 cells had an
expected frequency of less than 5) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). Even though no
statistically valid analysis could be performed on the data, it is still presented as it displays
trends. The observed and expected frequencies of male participants when sorted by both
their gender-role designation and their perfectionism categorisation are shown in Table
10.8.

Table 10.8 Observed (and expected) male participant frequencies for the gender-role
designations when sorted by perfectionism categorisations

Perfectionism

Gender-role designations

categorisations

Androgynous

Ultra

8 (4.4)

3 (2.3)

9 (7.4)

1 (6.9)

Enabling

5 (3.3)

1 (L8)

5 (5.7)

5 (5.3)

Disabling

1 (3.1)

2 (1.6)

6 (5.3)

6 (4.9)

Non

3 (6.2)

3 (3.3)

9(10.6)

15 (9.9)

Total

17(77.0)

9 (9.0)

29(29.0)

27 (27.0)

Feminine

Masculine

Undifferentiated

Note, n = 82.

While care must be taken in interpreting these results there are a number of
observations that can be made. The findings for ultra perfectionism parallel those for
females as does the association between non perfectionism with undifferentiated. A
notable difference, however, would seem to be the lower than expected level of
association between enabling perfectionism and masculinity. In Tables 10.6 and 10.7
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enabling perfectionism was over-represented in the masculine designation whereas in this
analysis it occurs at the expected level.

10.8 Discussion
The focus of this chapter was to assess the possibility of a gender-role attribute link

in the development of perfectionism. To achieve this focus three separate sets of analyse
were conducted, and these were:
i) an assessment for social desirability effects running through the FMPS(R);
ii) comparing and contrasting the proposed links between gender-role designations and
perfectionism as posited by gender-role theory as against self-regulation theory;
iii) comparing and contrasting gender and gender-role designations within
perfectionism.
The discussion below will follow the same ordering as the three sets of analyses.

Social desirability was found to occur in the FMPS(R), even though only one
significant relationship occurred (with D) there was a pattern to the results. The less
desirable dimensions of perfectionism (viz., NEG, CM, PCE, and D) had negative

correlations with social desirability, while the more desirable dimensions of perfectioni
(viz., POS, PS, and O) had positive correlations with social desirability. These results
suggest a dual nature to the scale, that is, the FMPS(R) assesses two behavioural
propensities, one of which is viewed favourably (those associated with the positive
aspects of perfectionism) while the other is viewed unfavourably (those associated with
the negative aspects of perfectionism). Marsh et al. (1989) suggested that social

desirability as a construct may represent more than just a propensity to try to present t

self in a more favourable light. They suggest there are strong links to self-esteem, with
negative relationship between the two; that is, high social desirability with low selfesteem and low social desirability with high self-esteem. Thus, these findings are in
accord with the claimed relationship between the negative aspects of perfectionism and
psychopathology (see Blatt, 1995; Hill et al., 1997; Rice et al., 1998).
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The relationships between the categories of perfectionism and social desirability in
essence reflects the relationship between the positive and negative aspects of
perfectionism with social desirability (viz., for P O S r = .25, and for N E G r = -.29).
Social desirability's (albeit slightly) stronger relationship with the negative aspects of
perfectionism together with it being negative, explains the resultant ordering of the
perfectionism categorisations (when arranged from least socially desirable to most
socially desirable - see Table 10.9). From this explanation it would be expected that
disabled perfectionists would have the lowest social desirability scores, ultra and non
perfectionist similar scores but higher than disabled perfectionists, while enabled
perfectionists would have the highest social desirability scores.

Table 10.9 Relationships between social desirability scores (ranked from lowest to
highest, includes M and S D ) , perfectionism categorisations, and the aspects of
perfectionism
Social

Perfectionism

desirability

categorisations

Aspects of perfectionism

NE

POS

M(SD)
44.21 (5.50)

Disabling

*

47.94(5.61)

Ultra

*

48.09 (5.87)

Non

0

50.57 (4.00)

Enabling

0

0
0

Notes. A ?* N E G (high N E G ) indicates low social desirability; a 0 N E G (low N E G )
indicates high social desirability; a * P O S (high P O S ) indicates high social desirability;
and a 0 P O S (low P O S ) indicates low social desirability.

T h e second aim of this chapter was to compare and contrast gender-role attribution
theory and self-regulation theory in terms of h o w they relate to the dimensions and
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categories of perfectionism. W h e n looking at predicting the dimensions of perfectionism,
the overall conclusion is that neither of the two theories were supported, although certain
dimensions received partial support. Most of the support for the two theories came from

the undifferentiated category with its lower levels of relationship with the perfectionism
dimensions, than those achieved by androgyny, femininity, and masculinity. On the
other hand, most of the results refuting the two theories came from the relationships
between androgyny, femininity, and masculinity with the perfectionism dimensions. As
such, the verdict is that both the gender-role and the self-regulation theories performed
equally poorly in predicting the relationship between the androgyny, femininity, and
masculinity designations with the dimensions of perfectionism, and they were better able
to predict the relationships between the undifferentiated designation with the dimensions
of perfectionism.

With regard to the categories of perfectionism, gender-role theory predicted a
number of relationships (viz., androgyny and masculinity with ultra and enabling
perfectionism, and femininity with disabling perfectionism). Self-regulation theory
predicted the relationships of; androgyny with ultra and enabling perfectionism, and
placed femininity and masculinity with disabling perfectionism. The obtained results
were; androgyny was more often associated with ultra perfectionism, femininity was
more often associated with disabling perfectionism, masculinity was more often
associated with enabling perfectionism in females (but not males), and undifferentiated
was more often associated with non perfectionism. This corroborated the findings of the

dimensional analysis in that both gender-role theory and self-regul ation theory performed
equally poorly.

A side issue raised within this chapter was whether the masculinity (as measured by
the ASRS) was more socially desirable than femininity, or are they equally socially
desirable. The indication from the relationships between gender-role designations and the

categories of perfectionism is that masculinity is more socially desirable than femininity
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T h e previously presented Table 10.9 ranks the perfectionism categorisations from lowest
to highest in terms of social desirability, with a significant difference occurring between
disabling and enabling perfectionism. A s femininity is associated with disabling
perfectionism, and masculinity is associated with enabling perfectionism, then it is
apparent there are social desirability differences occurring. This result supports other
researchers (Antill et al., 1981; Farnhill & Ball, 1985; Marsh et al., 1989) w h o have also
found social desirability differences between the femininity and masculinity dimensions
of the A S R S .

Comparing and contrasting gender-role designations to gender in regard to
perfectionism, the third aim of this chapter, w a s only achieved on the female participants
in the study. T h e results fitted the general pattern displayed w h e n all participants (females
and males) were utilised. It is suggested that caution be used w h e n interpreting these
results, due to the higher percentage of females to males (a ratio of 1.75:1) in the sample
which m a y have affected the results. W h a t this means is that the replicated gender-role
designation and perfectionism categorisation results, obtained by the total sample and
again using females only, m a y be a function of the over-representation of females.

All the perfectionism dimensions and categories were found to have significant
relationships with the gender-role designations. This result suggests that a replication of
the chapter 8 analyses, where the prediction of an offspring's perfectionism score
utilising the parental perfectionism scores would be in order. T h e difference would be
that rather than having the straight father, mother, and child classifications, they would
each be further subdivided into the gender-role designations. T h e inability of the genderrole modelling hypotheses to adequately explain the results obtained in chapter 8 would
thus be reassessed using a gender-role designation modelling hypothesis. T h e proposal
for a replication of the chapter 8 analysis will not be attempted by this study. Rather it is
an area for future research.
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10.9

Conclusions

Even though there are social desirability effects occurring within the F M P S ( R ) , it
should not be of a major concern for researchers. The main reason for this is that these
effects are around the low level of effect range (viz., r = 3 0 ; Howell, 1992). Further,
the perfectionism dimensions are assessing behavioural propensities which are highly
laden with positive and negative social stigma. O f most interest is the w a y the genderrole designations have been utilised so as to further broaden the perfectionism schema,
with the findings of relationships between the two constructs. Namely, ultra
perfectionism is associated with androgyny, enabling perfectionism with masculinity in
w o m e n , disabling perfectionism with femininity, and non perfectionism with
undifferentiated individuals.
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Chapter 11
Limitations of the current research

The research carried out within this body of work covered a number of areas in
relation to perfectionism, some of which were; psychometric assessment, parent-child
interactions, and the development of categories of perfectionism. Any limitation
applicable to this body of work may be confined to a specific area/chapter, flow over a

number of areas/chapters, or be relevant to the entire thesis. As such, the limitations a
presented in the order that they first appear in the chapters, and then followed by
limitations that apply to the overall work. If a limitation applies to multiple chapters
discussed in the chapter in which it first appears, and mention is made of the other
chapters to which this limitation applies. No further mention is made of that limitation
subsequent chapters are reviewed.

11.1 Limitations from chapter 5
Chapter 5 involved the initial collection of data, splitting the data into various
samples (viz., samples 1 through to 13), and the psychometric assessment of Frost et
al.'s (1990) FMPS. Data was initially collected via completion of questionnaires in a
face-to-face manner, and this resulted in 370 participants. From these 370 participant

questionnaires a mail-out list was derived, and this resulted in a further 567 responses.
The total sample numbered 937 participants, of which 61% (or 567 participants) came
from the mail-out. This data pool was utilised in chapters 5 through to 8.

In general, researchers (Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias, 1996; Krathwohl, 1998;
May, 1997; Neuman, 1997) acknowledge there are five main problems with mail
surveys:
i) they can only use simple and easy to understand questions;

ii)

the given answers cannot be queried;

iii) it is assumed that the intended recipient (person) completed the questionnaire;
iv) answers may not be independent for respondents can peruse all the questions before
they start to answer them, similarly, multiple respondents at the same location may
discuss questions before answering them;
v) response rates tend to be low.
On the other hand the advantages are:
i) low cost for implementing research, for example the cost difference in terms of
time, money, and opportunity between a mail survey of 567 respondents as against
personally interviewing 567 people;
ii) a reduction in the biasing error due to differences between interviewers, and
interviewer/interviewee relationships;
iii) greater anonymity is provided for the respondent, and this may result in greater
honesty in responses to questions;
iv) accessibility to a target audience which may cover a large geographical area (which
is applicable in the case of the current research).
While there are inherent advantages and disadvantages to any method of data collection,

researchers need to select the method which best meets the considerations and limitatio
imposed upon their research (viz., time, financial, geographical etc). As such,

researchers appreciate the problems associated with self-report measures and still supp
the use of them (Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias; Krathwohl; May; Neuman), for they
may provide information that may not otherwise be available (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980;
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Miller, 1992).

A limitation associated with mail-outs or mail-surveys is the return rate. Of the 698
individuals on the mail-out list, 567 responded (with 9 being unreachable). This was a
return rate of 82.3% (using de Vaus' (1991) determination of return rates) and was
deemed as being acceptable (de Vaus; Frankfort-Nachmias & Nachmias, 1996;
Krathwohl, 1998; May, 1997; Neuman, 1997). If the return rate had been at an
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unacceptable level the main concern would be - is there something unique and consistent
about the non-respondents which may have affected the analyses in any way?

The analyses conducted within chapter 5 utilised both the total participant pool,
(sample 1) and a selection of the total participant pool who were currently university
students (sample 5). This was done as there was a question as to the
dependence/independence of sample 1, as it comprised of parents and their offspring.
Sample 5, on the other hand is independent, as it does not contain any two (or more)
people who are members of the same family unit. Of concern was that the non-

independence of the data may cause distortions within the analyses which results in the

researcher making misjudgments/misinterpretations concerning relationships and effects.
This dual analyses utilising samples 1 and 5 continued on from chapter 5 to chapters 6
and 7. However, for chapters 6 and 7 sample 1 became sample la and sample 5 became
sample 5a with the two samples being reduced due to either incorrectly completed or

incomplete questionnaires. The final conclusion after running the dual analyses, over t
three chapters, was that even though there were minor differences between the two

participant pools the same final conclusion would still have been reached. As such, the
issue of dependence/independence of the data set(s) was resolved not by the

determination of dependence or independence, rather, by essentially the same results an
conclusions being drawn when utilising the different data sets.

11.2 Limitations from chapter 6
Chapter 6 had two foci. The first foci involved the development of the positive
aspects of perfectionism and the negative aspects of perfectionism dimensions. A
psychometric assessment and discussion of whether the organisation (O) dimension was
a primary or secondary dimension of perfectionism was the second foci. Due to
modifications made to the FMPS as a result of the psychometric assessment in chapter 5,
it underwent a name change to FMPSn.
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A limitation of the derived P O S and N E G dimensions was that they were derived
from a questionnaire (viz., FMPSn) which has been shown (by this research) to be
marginally acceptable. That is, further refinements of the questionnaire would make it
more robust and acceptable instrument. The two dimensions themselves were only able
to account for around 35% of the variance (see Table 6.1), which means that more
information is left unexplained than explained. However, the result does support
Hamachek's (1978) normal and neurotic perfectionism dichotomy.

Within the research literature there is a question as to whether organisation is a
dimension of perfectionism or not, and the answer to that question is based upon the
theoretical perspective employed. The FMPS was the perfectionism questionnaire
employed within this research, and organisation is deemed to be a secondary dimension
of perfectionism within the FMPS construct. As such, this research is grounded in the
perspective that organisation is a dimension of perfectionism.

11.3 Limitations from chapter 7
Within chapter 7 was the development of four categorisations of perfectionism, and
the assessment of the relationship between perfectionism with locus of control and

coping style. The development of the categorisations of perfectionism meant that the da
was changed from a continuous format into a dichotomised format. A problem with
utilising median splits in dichotomising the data is that the cut-off scores for these
dimensions may vary with changes in characteristics of the sample utilised. Also, by
using the dichotomised format there was a reduction in the number of participants and a
reduction in the statistical power of the analyses. On the other hand, the development
categorisations provides a different perspective from which to view perfectionism, and
may be a useful adjunct as a quick overview, or to paint generalised pictures, or as
"readily digestible" format for the lay reader.
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It could be argued that there m a y have been some "double dipping" within the
analyses as on a number of occasions the analyses employed both the dimensions and

categorisations of perfectionism from the same participant data set (see chapters 7,8 and
10 - independent participant pools were utilised in chapters 7 and 10). However, this
methodology was employed so as to compare and contrast the differences between the
two formulations of perfectionism and their relationship to the other variable(s) in
question. In a similar vein, a case can be made against the frequent use of composite
measures. The counter to this claim is again, that the research has a strong theoretical
basis in developing new perfectionism dimensions and categorisations. As such, it is
important to find out how general groups or categories relate to each other, how the
general groups relate to the specific dimensions, and how specific dimensions of
constructs relate to each other. To investigate the forementioned relationships the
frequent use of composite measures was required.

11.4 Limitations from chapter 8
Assessing if parental perfectionism scores can predict their offspring's
perfectionism scores was the focus of chapter 8. An issue which came to the fore was
the calculation of the Bonferroni correction employed with the regression analyses. A

stringent interpretation of the test was employed (viz., a correction factor of 48). It i

appreciated that this procedure minimises the effects of spurious significant results (vi
type I errors). However, a stricter criterion was used based upon an appreciation of what

the analyses were about, rather than statistical obedience. The regressions were required
to achieve an adjusted R2 > . 10 before being considered acceptable.

Even with the large sample size, a number of analyses were not attempted, and
research questions left unasked. This was due to the low numbers of fathers and sons, a
not uncommon problem in psychological research. This short coming of the current
research can be allowed for by subsequent researchers into this area.
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11.5

Limitations from

chapter 9

Chapter 9 involved the re-introduction of the reworded PC questions, which was
administered to a new sample of participants. The re-introduction of the questions was
reflected in the name change of the questionnaire from FMPSn to FMPS(R). A
psychometric assessment of the FMPS(R) was conducted, which included internal
consistency, test-retest reliability, and a confirmatory factor analysis.

A cultural effect limitation may have occurred in that American (Frost et al., 1990)

participants using the FMPS delineated parental criticism from parental expectations as
two separate dimensions of perfectionism. However, analyses of the Australian (within
this current research) and German (Stober, 1998) participants' responses indicated that
they were not differentiating between parental criticism and parental expectations.
Relevant to this concern regarding the delineation of the PC and PE dimensions is that
PC dimension questions were removed (due to failing index of discrimination analysis)
from part of the current investigation (chapters 6 through to 8). When the reworded PC
dimension questions were reintroduced they combined with the PE dimension questions
to form one factor which was labelled PCE.

The FMPS(R) questionnaire has been modified to the characteristics of the

participants utilised within the current study, As such, the results obtained using this

questionnaire may be limited to the current participant pool. Further analyses utilising

both Australian and non-Australian participants would determine the generalisability of
the current questionnaire formulation.

11.6 Limitations from chapter 10
Gender-role attributions and their relationship to perfectionism were investigated
within chapter 10. The finding of relationships between perfectionism with sex-role

attributes (viz., androgyny, femininity, masculinity, and undifferentiated) raises at le
two questions. Is the FMPS(R) a biased instrument (as a result of the unique
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circumstances in which it was developed - Smith College)? Alternatively, is it that
society perceives certain dimensions assessed by the FMPS(R) to be of a more
androgynous nature, some to be more feminine, some to be more masculine, and some to
be of a more undifferentiated nature?

Embedded within the gender-role attribution scale was a social desirability scale.

and the investigation into the relationship between social desirability and perfectionism

was conducted as a side issue. Significant social desirability effects became apparent on
both the dimensions and the categories of perfectionism constructs. Although this effect
was partialled out in the analyses conducted within chapter 10, no such allowance was
made in the previous chapters. This is because; i) social desirability had not been

previously considered by the researcher, and thus , ii) no social desirability measure ha
been employed within the research until chapter 10. On the other hand, three
independent data pools were employed for the current research (one for chapters 5
through to 8, one for chapter 9, and one for chapter 10). As such it must be taken as a

limitation to this current research that there is a social desirability element which may
may not have affected the results obtained within chapters 5 through to 9. However, it
must also be taken into account that the types of questions being asked are extremely
value laden. This is clearly an area that needs further research, with a need to develop
perfectionism instruments that have built in safeguards against such response sets.

11.7 Limitations applying to the overall thesis
Although the participant pool(s) used in the present study were more diverse than
the one employed by Frost et al. (1990), they may still share two limitations of Frost et
al.'s work. The first is a bias towards using female participants, and secondly all
participants had an association/affiliation with a University education.

Frost et al. (1990) utilised a female only participant pool. In every participant pool
within the current research more females than males were utilised:
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chapter 5

- dependent sample (sample 1), female participants = 5 8 % ;

- independent sample (sample 5), female participants = 68%;
chapters 6 and 7 - dependent sample (sample la), female participants = 58%;
- independent sample (sample 5a), female participants = 71 %;
chapter 8 - female participants = 58%;
chapter9 - time 1 data collection, female participants = 68%;
- time 2 data collection, female participants = 73%;
chapter 10 - female participants = 63%.

There were a few gender effects reported within the research (see sections 6.6 and 7.4).
What is more important, and not so immediately obvious, was the finding of a gender-

role attribution bias running through the perfectionism measure (see section 10.6). This
gender-role attribution effect may have influenced the results.

A common problem may exist between the work of Frost et al. (1990) with this
thesis. This problem is that participants were either university students, prospective,

current, or past university students, or people intimately involved/related to universit

students. In fact this claim could be applied to a majority of research, using the FMPS,
into the area of perfectionism. As such, this phenomenon of perfectionism may be an
artefact of involvement with a university or academic achievement rather than beinga
general personality dimension spread throughout society. A similar quandary was also

raised as to whether organisation (or one's preference for organisation and tidiness) w

an artefact of involvement with universities or the educational process. The way this ma

be investigated would be to assess the level of perfectionism, and its various dimensio
(which includes organisation) amongst people who have not attended higher education,
or a longitudinal study over the educational process.

During the discourse of the research presented within this body of work various
researchers (Burns, 1980; Frost et al., 1990; Hewitt & Flett, 1991; Hamachek, 1978;
Hollender, 1978; Missildine, 1963) in the area of perfectionism were referred to, and a
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number of theoretical perspectives (viz., psychoanalytic, humanistic, social learning)
relating to perfectionism were presented in various chapters. Hamachek's concept of
normal and neurotic perfectionism was employed and expanded upon via the use of Frost
et al.'s perfectionism scale. The choice of which perfectionism scale to use came down
to a choice between the one proposed by Frost et al. (FMPS), and the one proposed by
Hewitt and Flett (HMPS). Little to no mention was made of the theoretical
underpinnings of these two scales. The reason for not discussing the theoretical
underpinnings of Frost et al.'s scale is that it is atheoretical, and they readily admit
their scale being based upon what they believe to be the six most mentioned

characteristics of perfectionism (see Frost et al., 1990). On the other hand, the theoreti
underpinnings to Hewitt and Flett' scale was not discussed as it was not used with this
body of research. The selection of a perfectionism measure was not based upon

theoretical perspective, rather it was based upon availability. At the time when the curr
research was commenced one was readily available, and one was not.

It is appreciated that there was no one central underlying theory running through
this body of work. The two reasons for this state of affairs were; i) the questionnaire
which was extensively utilised within this work was atheoretical, and ii) a large portion
of the work deals with psychometric issues. That does not mean that theoretical issues
were not discussed and tested. Theories concerned with the aetiology of perfectionism
(viz., Psychoanalytic, Humanistic, and Social Learning perspectives) as well as theories
of the development of perfectionism (viz., role modelling, same-sex role modelling,
reinforcements, social contingencies, conditional love, self-regulation etc) were
presented.

Self-regulation as a framework for discussing perfectionism's relationships with
locus of control and coping style was presented in chapter 3. Chapter 8, in the
discussion, deals with the efficacy of psychoanalytic as against the modelling and rolemodelling theories in explaining the propagation of precisian beliefs within families.
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Within chapter 10 a direct comparison w a s m a d e between gender-role attribution theory

and self-regulation theory in explaining the relationship between gender-role attributio
beliefs and perfectionism. Both perfectionism and gender-role attribution beliefs were
explained from both a psychoanalytic and a social learning perspective. A person's
gender-role attribution beliefs are self-regulation/self-management strategies a person
employ, much the same way perfectionism can be either an appropriate or an
inappropriate self-regulation/self-management strategy (Beck, 1976; Burns, 1980; Frost
et al., 1997; Hollender, 1965; Mahoney & Arnkoff, 1979; Missildine, 1963). Not
having a heavy emphasis on a central theorem running through this thesis was not an
oversight, rather it reflects the use of an atheoretical instrument together with and a
psychometric component to the research. Various theories were presented, examined,
compared and evaluated in how well they were able to; i) explain the development of

perfectionistic beliefs (within families), and ii) explain the relationship between gende
role beliefs and perfectionistic beliefs.

11.8 Summary
Limitations which apply to specific chapters, over a number of chapters, and to the
entire thesis have been presented. The effects these limitations have upon this body of
work were examined, and suggestions were made as to how these obstacles may be
overcome. Some of the limitations were specific to this thesis, and some were applicable
to both this thesis and to the general area of study (viz., perfectionism).

The main limitation within this body of work was the reliance upon a perfectionism
measure which was shown by psychometric assessment to require further refinement.
Some of the other limitations were; the use of questionnaires and mail-outs with their
associated difficulties, and the finding of sex-role attribute biases as well as social
desirability overtones within the perfectionism measure. Overall, the issues presented
highlight some of the problems associated with precisian research together with
broadening the perspective from which perfectionism is to be examined.
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Chapter 12
Memories, dreams, reflections*

Relatively little research has previously been carried out on perfectionism, and most

has primarily presented it in a negative light. The works of both Frost et al. (1990) an
Hewitt and Flett (1991b) highlighted the multidimensionality of perfectionism, while at
the same time still focussing on the negative. As such, the impetus to this current
investigation was to present a more balanced view of perfectionism, and that was
achieved via the development of:
i) the POS and NEG dimensions;
ii) the four categorisations of perfectionism.

By achieving these another objective was attained, being, the psychometric assessment of
Frost et al.'s FMPS on a broader sample than the one upon which it was developed.

In collecting a large and diverse sample on which to psychometrically assess the
FMPS a special effort was made to collect questionnaire data from members of family

units. That is, to have the father, mother, and (at least one) offspring of the same fami

unit to complete a questionnaire package. In this way another objective of the thesis wa
achieved, and that was to examine some of the proposed methods of perfectionism
propagation (viz., modelling, role modelling, same-gender role modelling). The obtained
results suggested a confounding variable running through the analyses, namely, gender-

role attribute beliefs. An investigation into gender-role attribute beliefs and perfecti
revealed a number of findings which have important ramifications on the theorised
development of perfectionism, and the claimed relationships between perfectionism and
negative mental health indicators.

*The title to this chapter was borrowed from Jung's (1983) book of the same name.
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12.1

Evaluation

of the findings

12.1.1 Achievements of the current research
The achievements of the current research are as follows:

the FMPS was developed into the FMPS(R), and was validated on a broad based
sample. The FMPS(R) contains a number of valuable elements which both the
FMPS and other perfectionism instruments do not possess:
a) it has been developed, refined, and psychometrically assessed on a broad
based sample;

b) two broad distinctions of precisian behaviour are able to be made, namely, the
positive aspects of perfectionism (POS) and the negative aspects of
perfectionism (NEG);

c) it can be used to categorise the perfectionism exhibited by the individual in
one of four types (viz., ultra, enabling, disabling, and non);

this was the first study to psychometrically assess Frost et al.'s (1990) FMPS o
Australian sample. The three other validation studies (Parker & Adkins, 1995;
Parker & Stumpf, 1995; Stober, 1998) used either American or German
participants. The results showed that modifications were required to make the
FMPS applicable to a broader sample than the one it was developed upon. It is
suggested that social, cultural, and class differences between the American and
Australian samples may have been contributing factors;

support was found for Hollender's (1965) suggestion that perfectionism is
supported or buttressed by other personality traits. Relationships were found
between specific dimensions of locus of control and coping style with specific
dimensions and categories of perfectionism;
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iv)

social desirability effectsripplethroughout the dimensions of perfectionism. These
effects are that the positive dimensions of perfectionism are perceived in a more
desirable light, while the negative dimensions of perfectionism are perceived in a
less desirable light;

v) support for the modelling and role modelling explanation of the development of
perfectionism, and the refuting of the same-gender role modelling explanation of the
development of perfectionism w a s given by this research;

vi) greater (but not significant) support was given to gender-role attribute theory than t
self-regulation theory in regard to the proposed relationships between gender-role
attributions and the categorisations of perfectionism;

vii) support for the contention that gender-role attribute beliefs run through this
perfectionism measure.

12.1.2 Paying the ferryman
The current research had its share of glitches and problems (limitations). However,
these were in the domain of minor inconveniences (and future researchers will be able to
do it "perfect" next time). In short, this study has successfully enhanced the
understanding of perfectionism, broadened the conceptualisation of h o w perfectionism
can be measured, increased the utility of the perfectionism instrument employed, and to
an extent, clarified the socialisation explanation of the propagation of precisian
tendencies. T h e positive attributes of this research are highlighted in the next section.

12.2 Objectives, aims, and hypotheses revisited
T h e objectives, aims, and hypotheses are represented here so that each can be
addressed in relation to whether they were achieved by the current research.
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12.2.1

Objectives

There were four objectives to this body of work:
i)

to validate Frost et al.'s (1990) F M P S on a broader sample than the one on which it
was developed;

ii)

to present a more balanced view of perfectionism by developing the positive aspects
of perfectionism to counterpoise the emphasis in the research on the negative
aspects of perfectionism;

iii)

to illustrate h o w perfectionism is buttressed or reinforced by other personality styles
(such as locus of control and coping style);

iv)

to assess if there are familial propensities for the development of perfectionism.

In essence the first objective was attained by achieving the second, third, and fourth
objectives. T h e second objective, of developing the positive perspectives of
perfectionism, w a s achieved in a number of ways. First, Frost et al.'s (1990) contention
of primary and secondary dimensions of perfectionism within their F M P S was
reassessed. This reassessment resulted in all the dimensions of the F M P S being
classified as primary dimensions. Second, the positive aspects of perfectionism
dimension (viz., P O S ) and the negative aspects of perfectionism dimension (viz., N E G )
were developed. These two dimensions w h e n s u m m e d give the person's overall
perfectionism score. Thirdly, as the P O S and N E G dimensions are not mutually
exclusive they were juxtaposed to derive four categorisations of perfectionism; ultra,
enabling, disabling, and non. Utilising these categorisations afinerdistinction in
analysing and interpreting h u m a n behavioural propensities in regard to perfectionism is
able to be realised.

Relationships were found between the dimensions of perfectionism with those of
locus of control and coping style. T h e specific details of these couplings are elaborated in
the discussion of hypotheses 1 through to 6. T h e intermeshing between perfectionism
and these two personality propensities does not exclude other relationships that precisian
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characteristics m a y have with other behavioural patterns. Perfectionism's relationships
with both locus of control and coping style are interpreted as indicating that the third
objective was achieved.

The fourth objective of discerning if there are familial propensities to perfectionism
was achieved. There was clear evidence of relationships between parental reported
perfectionism tendencies and the perfectionistic tendencies of their offspring (using the
dimensions of perfectionism). Relationships were also found between the category of
perfectionism displayed by the mother and the category of perfectionism displayed by the
daughter. T h e discussion in this section has illustrated that the four objectives of this
body of research were achieved.

12.2.2 Aims
There were four aims to this body of research:
i)

to assess the organisation dimension of the F M P S in regard to whether it is a
primary or secondary dimension of perfectionism;

ii)

to further develop the understanding of, and operationalisation of, the normalneurotic perfectionism dichotomy;

iii)

to reword and reintroduce the items which failed index of discrimination back into
the F M P S ( R ) ;

iv)

to investigate the relationship(s) between gender-role attribute beliefs and
perfectionism beliefs.

The first three aims from this research essentially revolved around the development
of the F M P S into an instrument that is more psychometrically "tight", more reflective of
both the positive and the negative sides of perfectionism, and more applicable to a wider
community. A s such, the accomplishment of these three aims and the evolution of the
F M P S ( R ) reflect the same process, and this process spawned the fourth aim; to
investigate the relationship(s) between gender-role attribute and perfectionism.
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Significant relationships were found to exist between gender-role attribute beliefs
and perfectionism. These findings further support the socialisation explanation of the
propagation of perfectionism, while at the same time helping to explain the general
findings of associations between males (and masculinity) with the positive forms of
perfectionism and females (and femininity) with the negative forms of perfectionism.

From the discussion of this section it has been illustrated that all four aims of this r
were achieved.

12.2.3 Hypotheses
The hypotheses from this research involved highlighting the relationships between
perfectionism and locus of control (hypotheses 1 to 3), between perfectionism and coping
style (hypotheses 4 and 5), and that there is a "gender of parent"-"gender of child"

socialisation effect in the propagation of perfectionistic beliefs (hypothesis 6). The r
relating to the six hypotheses were:
i) hypothesis 1 was supported. The internality dimension of locus of control was
associated with the positive aspects of perfectionism;
ii) hypothesis 2 was supported. The chance dimension of locus of control was
associated with the negative aspects of perfectionism;
iii) hypothesis 3 was supported. The powerful others dimension of locus of control was
associated with both the positive and negative aspects of perfectionism;
iv) hypothesis 4 was supported. The monitoring coping style was associated with all
aspects of perfectionism;
v) hypothesis 5 was not supported. The blunting coping style was not associated with
any of the aspects of perfectionism;
vi) hypothesis 6 was not supported. There were some "gender of parent "-"gender of
child" socialisation effects. However, there were also some mother-child (either
daughter or son) effects. Overall it appears that the mother has a greater socialisation
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influence than the father, in regard to the development of perfectionism in their
offspring.

In general the relationships found between the dimensions of perfectionism and
locus of control were as expected. High internality beliefs were associated with the
perceived positive aspects of perfectionism, high chance beliefs were associated with the
perceived negative aspects of perfectionism, while high powerful others beliefs were
associated with all the dimensions of perfectionism apart from the organisation
dimension. These results support the contentions of dichotomising the aspects of
perfectionism. Namely, internality which is usually associated with psychological
wellbeing, had significant relationships with the positive aspects of perfectionism. The

chance orientation is usually associated with psychological maladjustment, had significan
relationships with the negative aspects of perfectionism. A powerful others perspective
can indicate either psychological wellbeing or maladjustment depending upon the
person's objective situation, had significant relationships with both the positive and
negative aspects of perfectionism.

Partial support was given to the proposed relationships between perfectionism and
coping style. Monitoring was significantly associated with the POS, NEG, CM, PS, and
0 perfectionism dimensions, and this would be expected as precisians would want to

extract information from the situational cues to assess their performance. No relationshi
was found between blunting and perfectionism, and this was explained as either
perfectionists (in particular those with high NEG scores) engage in hyper monitoring, or,
the blunting coping style questions were phrased in a manner which was inappropriate for
precisians to respond.

The decision to accept or reject the sixth hypothesis was based upon the results of
the backwards regression analyses reported in chapter 8. The backwards regression
results displayed how the perfectionism, locus of control, and coping style constructs
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were able to be used to successfully predict offspring's scores using the parental scores
as predictors. What this also achieved was to effectively discount a same gender-role

modelling explanation for the development of perfectionism, due to the prevalence of the
opposite gender adult supplying effective predictor variables into the regression
equations. The role modelling hypothesis was not discounted, and it appeared as though

it was the mothers', rather than the fathers', perfectionistic tendencies which held gre
relevance to the prediction of the perfectionism scores of their offspring.

In discussing the results of the hypotheses it has been illustrated that much new and
worthwhile information has been attained which has furthered research into, and the
understanding of, perfectionism.

12.3 Practical and theoretical implications
12.3.1 Practicalities
On the practical side, the implications from this research revolve around the
validation and development of the FMPS(R). The psychometric assessment of the

perfectionism measure was the driving force behind it evolving into a format which offer

greater scope in the unravelling of the precisian condition. First, this measure has bee
validated on a much broader sample base than the one upon which it was developed (viz.,

greater age range, inclusion of males, different socio-economic status, different culture
and by default normed to an Australian sample. In general the scale was reasonably
robust and with some modifications was found to be acceptable. The second practicality
arising from the research was the derivation of the POS and NEG dimensions.
Previously, perfectionism could only be measured as a gross or overall perfectionism
score on the FMPS. Or, on the individual dimensions of perfectionism (viz., CM, PS,

PCE, D, and O) which can be too fine a distinction in many circumstances to be of benefi

in defining peoples behavioural propensities. Now, people can be graded on the extent to
which they exhibit positive aspects of perfectionism (POS) and negative aspects of
perfectionism (NEG). This initial bisection of people's reported precisian behaviours
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provides researchers and practitioners a ready indicator or flag of whether the propensity
in question is of a beneficial or detrimental nature.

A follow on from the development of the POS and NEG dimensions was the
interplay between POS and NEG which enables the individual to be categorised into one

of the four categories of perfectionism; ultra, enabled, disabled or non. It is suggested

that by utilising these categories of perfectionism that a better understanding of the pr

nature of perfectionism and its relationship to other mental health constructs is obtaine
This has been illustrated by the relationships found between the categories of
perfectionism with control beliefs (Pearce, 1998a), and acute stress (Pearce, 1998b).

The links between perfectionism and control beliefs was assessed by Pearce

(1998a) utilising the participant's self-reported participation in an individual (n = 322
a team (n = 274) sport. Researchers (Ashby & Kottman, 1996; Frost & Marten, 1990)

believe that perfectionists attempt to reduce threats to their self-esteem by engaging in
activities where they perceive they can maintain control. Ashby and Kottman associate

being vulnerable to threats to self-esteem with the negative aspects of perfectionism (vi
NEG), and being resilient to threats to self-esteem with the positive aspects of
perfectionism (viz., POS). Within the sporting context, one way in which a person can

exert more control is to participate in an individual rather than a team sport. In this w
the athlete can feel more responsible for the outcome of the event; he/she wins or loses
depending upon how well he/she plays. On the other hand, in a team sport the athlete can

feel less responsible for the outcome of the event; the team can win or lose independentl
of how well one player performs. Pearce (1998a) located a significant difference between

the type of sport perfectionists preferred to play (and did play!). Disabled perfectionist

preferred individual sports while non perfectionists preferred team sports. There were no

differences in the sporting preferences for ultra and enabled perfectionists. This result
supports the proposition the people with high NEG scores have a greater need for control

in the activities in which they participate, and this need for control is moderated by PO
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This study illustrates the utility of the categories pf perfectionism construct, together with
highlighting the interaction between a personality variable (viz., perfectionism) and a
distinction within a behavioural propensity (viz., sport participation).

Relationships between acute stress and perfectionism was assessed by Pearce
(1998b) by means of a novel competitive situation. Research into perfectionism has
consistently put forward the perspective that perfectionists are motivated by a fear of
failure (Blatt, 1995). However, the multidimensional perspective of perfectionism

associates the negative aspects of perfectionism with the fear of failure and the positiv
aspects of perfectionism with constructive striving for achievement (Ashby & Kottman,
1996). As such, Pearce proposed that disabled perfectionists would exhibit the highest
pre-competition stress scores, followed buy ultra, enabling and non perfectionists. The

results partially supported his contention. The ordering of stress scores from highest to
lowest was ultra, disabling, enabling, and non perfectionism. The reason for the minor
discrepancy was an inability of the measure to distinguish between what Alpert and Haber
(1960) called facilitating performance anxiety and debilitating performance anxiety. In
this light, the explanation of the result is that NEG was the greatest contributor of

performance anxiety (albeit debilitating anxiety), with POS being the minor contributor t

performance anxiety (albeit facilitating anxiety). This study illustrates how the categor
of perfectionism were able to distinguish between a mood state variable, namely acute
stress.

The research of Pearce (1998a, b) has shown how the ultra, enabling, disabling,
and non perfectionism distinctions effectively discriminate between a behavioural
propensity and a mood state. There are many other areas in which the use of these
distinctions would be useful, such as to give a general overview of perfectionism types,
or as a way for a "lay person" to get an easy to understand overview. Another area is in
the management sphere where often they like to employ categorisations to distinguish

types as people, as illustrated by the Myer-Briggs Type Inventory ( M B T I ) continuing to
be one of the top selling management questionnaires (McKenna, 1994).

12.3.2 Theoreticalities
The theoretical implications to this current body of research addressed five issues:
i) the light in which perfectionism is viewed;
ii) the relationship between perfectionism with locus of control and coping style;
iii) theories relating to the development of perfectionism;
iv) gender-role theory, and its relationship to perfectionism;
v) self-regulation theory.
These issues will be discussed in the forementioned order.

The light in which perfectionism is viewed
One of the undertakings of this research was to develop a more balanced

perspective of perfectionism than what was available in the literature. The literature ha
an emphasis on the debilitating effects of precisian behaviour, which was displayed and
emphasised by the accepted norm that any reference to perfectionism automatically
implied psychopathology (Arthur & Hayward, 1997; Davis, 1997; Magnusson, Nias, &

White, 1996). It is believed that the current research has effectively presented a case fo

the positive side of perfectionism, and as such, further research into this area needs to

take into account this dual nature. The existing literature has done much towards locatin
the mechanisms by which the disabling effects of perfectionism occur and their links to
psychopathology. However, this is only looking at half the picture, and the negative half
at that, which in turn must limit its appreciation and understanding. Now, with the light
being shone on both halves of the picture, the positive and negative sides of
perfectionism, a broader perspective is obtained.
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Perfectionism, locus of control, and coping style
Hollender (1965) suggested that perfectionistic beliefs do not occur in isolation,
rather, that these beliefs co-occur and are reinforced by other cognitive propensities.
theoretical underpinnings of the three constructs under review (viz., perfectionism with
locus of control and coping style) have been shown by the current research to be
intertwined, and are thus supportive of Hollender's proposition. A summary of these
relationships is given, starting with perfectionism and locus of control, and then
perfectionism with coping style:
i) internality is associated with high POS, PS, and O scores, and with low D scores.
Significantly higher internality scores were obtained by ultra and enabling than by
disabling and non perfectionists;
ii) chance beliefs are associated with high NEG, CM, PE, and D scores, and with low
POS and PS scores. Significantly higher chance scores were obtained by ultra and
disabling than by enabling and non perfectionists;
iii) powerful other beliefs are associated with high POS, NEG, CM, PS, PE, and D
scores. Significantly higher powerful others scores were obtained by ultra and
disabling than by enabling and non perfectionists;
iv) monitoring with high POS, NEG, CM, PS, and O scores. Significantly higher
monitoring coping style scores were obtained by ultra than for non perfectionists.

The instinctive grouping of these three constructs not only illustrated their inter-

relationship, it also raises other issues concerning perfectionism, with the perfectioni
questions then coming under a larger umbrella. The large umbrella question which has

been around for a long time is, are people internally driven (trait/disposition) or exte
driven (situational)? Rotter (1975) stated that locus of control beliefs "... vary
systematically depending on the nature of the situation and also as a consistent

characteristic of the particular person" (p. 56). This indicates Rotter's belief that lo
control has both state and trait components. Many of the theoretical models of coping

style can be categorised as either a state (contextual) or a trait model (Folkman, 1992).
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Anecdotal evidence collected by this current study suggests that perfectionism is of both a
state and a trait nature. F r o m this picture being painted of the state and trait nature of the
three constructs employed, the question arises as to h o w this m a y be reflected in their
inter-relationships?

Theories relating to the development of perfectionism
Currently there are four theories purporting to account for the development of
perfectionism. Three of these four theories have their basis in the socialisation
explanation, and incorporate the modelling perspective. T h e theories are modelling, role
modelling (Barrow & M o o r e , 1983), and same-gender role modelling (Frost et al.,
1991). T h e results obtained supported the first two theories and did not support the third
theory. E v e n though the finding that the same-gender role modelling theory was not
supported w a s important, even more important was the proposal of a "same gender-roleattribute belief modelling" explanation of the development of perfectionism. This theory
is appealing in that both perfectionism and gender-role attribute beliefs can be conceived
of as being cognitive styles, and that the investigation is into the modelling of a particular
style of thought process. Freud's (1923/196lb) resolution of the Oedipus complex
(identification) is complimentary to this explanation, although it is an alternative
proposition. T h e fourth of the four theories suggested is that of Slade and O w e n s (1998)
with their "radical behaviourist perspective". This perspective would not view
perfectionism as a cognitive style, rather, that it is either an inherent personality
characteristic or an acquired personality characteristic that has been elicited from the
person via reinforcement schedules. Both the social learning, identification, and
behaviourist perspective can readily explain the development of precisian beliefs, it is that
they have diametrically opposed positions of the acquisition and elicitation of behaviours.

In general there is dearth of research into perfectionism and in turn this is reflected
by the limited amount of theorising on its development. At present there are no theories
suggesting either a biological or genetic basis to precisian behaviours. This is not to
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suggest that a biological or genetic approach is better (or more appropriate) than the
socialisation approach, rather, it is to highlight the paucity of research and theorising
this area.

Gender-role attribute theory
In terms of gender-role attribute theory and perfectionism, all the perfectionism
dimensions were found to have significant relationships with the gender-role
designations. The categories of perfectionism appear to have an additive gender-role
attribute link. Which is explained thus; enabling perfectionism is associated with

masculinity and disabling perfectionism is associated with femininity; ultra perfectionis
which is the combination of enabling and disabling perfectionism is associated with
androgyny which is a combination of femininity and masculinity. The reverse also
supports the additive explanation; non perfectionism which is the absence of enabling and
disabling perfectionism is associated with undifferentiated individuals which is the

absence of femininity and masculinity. Essentially these results indicate that gender-rol
attributes are interwoven throughout the FMPS(R). Two of the theoretical questions
raised by these results concern whether the linking of gender-role attributes with
perfectionism was an unintended contaminant arising because Frost et al., (1990)
developed the FMPS on a female only sample. Or, is there something about the way

people are socialised that results in the clustering of various behavioural propensities,
suggested by Hollender's (1965) buttressing or reinforcing contention.

Self-regulation theory
The self-regulation construct was a framework that girded the approach to
perfectionism. Even though the obtained results were not supportive of this approach, it
does not necessarily indicate the inappropriateness of self-regulation theory. Rather, it
highlights the inappropriateness of using of Deci and Ryan's (1986) model of selfregulation to account for the FMPS(R)'s dimensions of perfectionism.

A factor which m a y have influenced the obtained results is the extent to which the
person perceives their actions to be self-determined. A unique feature of the Deci and

Ryan (1986) model is their contention that "if the initiating event is inside the person,

it is nonconscious (sic) or it is experienced as an internal but coercive demand that the
person do something, we would say that the behaviour is not self-determined" (p. 177).
This caveat of Deci and Ryan is directly assessed in Hewitt and Rett's (1991b) HMPS

scale (self-oriented perfectionism as against socially prescribed perfectionism), but onl
indirectly indicated in the FMPS(R) (with enabling and disabling at the ends of the

continuum and with ultra as the middle). Overall, self-regulation theory still appears to
offer much promise in explaining the different mechanisms by which a person comes to
exhibit the various dimensions and categories of perfectionism.

12.4 Future research
A number of areas for further investigative endeavours have been identified by this
current thesis. The five most promising areas are presented (in no particular order).

The first area revolves around whether perfectionism is a class bound phenomenon.

This possibility is suggested (although not directly) by Langman (1987) in her literature
review on social stratification and parental socialisation techniques. Her findings show
lower class socialisation tends to be more concerned with subjugation rather than having
the child develop his or her own set of norms and temperances, while middle and upper
class parents tend to use their expressions of love, to induce guilt within their child,
means of control. The expression of love is a powerful coercion method for it readily
locks into the child's abandonment fears, and results in the child quickly internalising
parental standards and values. Associated with this is the child commencing self-

surveillance of actions and behaviours, and having feelings of guilt if these standards o
values are not achieved. This "expression of love" technique is also referred to as
conditional love.
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M a n y theorists (Grusec & G o o d n o w , 1994; Grusec & Kuczynski, 1997; Woolger
& Power, 1993) believe the use of conditional love is the most powerful socialisation
device. The use of conditional love varies between the social classes, with it ran°in°
from being almost non-existent in the lower class to being the primary source of
socialisation in the upper class (Langman, 1987). It is suggested by perfectionism
researchers (Barrow & Moore, 1983; Burns, 1980; Frost et al., 1990; Hamachek, 1978;
Hewitt & Flett, 1991b; Hollender, 1965; Missildine, 1963) that parental use of
conditional love as a socialisation device is a precursor to perfectionistic tendencies

their offspring. Thus, these differences in the socialisation practices of the social cla
is suggestive that perfectionism may be class bound. Thus an investigation into social
stratification, parental socialisation techniques, and perfectionism (dimensions versus
categorisations) would assist in the unravelling the question of how perfectionism is
propagated.

A second area for further research was the finding of no relationship between the
blunting coping style and perfectionism. This finding runs counter to intuition, in that

disabled perfectionists by definition persist at tasks long past the point of diminishin

returns, or when it is not "logical" to continue. If disabled perfectionists do not blunt
(cognitively avoid, or discredit situationally relevant environmental cues) when they
continue on counter-productively at a task, then what coping strategy or style do they
employ? Two answers were proposed. The first is that precisians employ the hyper
monitoring strategy as suggested by Thompson et al. (1993). Hyper monitoring is the
selective attending to a limited number of situational cues, in essence a mixture of
monitoring and blunting. The second, is that the set of "blunting style questions" were

not phrased in a manner that would result in a precisian reporting using them. As such, i

is proposed that further investigation into the similarities and differences in the copi
strategies or styles of perfectionists would further illuminate the mechanisms by which
mental health and precisian beliefs become aligned.
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T h e third area of future research has its basis in the anecdotal reports of the

participants. It involves distinguishing if perfectionism has a dual nature in having stat
and trait components. If this perspective was to be supported it would go someway
towards explaining why most people seem to readily identify with perfectionism, and yet
do not have it as an all-encompassing personality dimension.

The fourth area of future research involves the relationships between gender-role

attribute characteristics and perfectionism in regard to the propagation of perfectionisti
beliefs. The analyses into family trends in the continuation of precisian behaviour
indicated that familial socialisation was occurring. However, the precise route was not
determined. It is suggested that the experiment using family units and comparing the
perfectionistic beliefs of parents to those of their offspring be replicated, except that
gender-role attribute beliefs be used. In this way by using the perfectionism categories
and gender-role attribute beliefs of the parents and aligning them to those of their
offspring then a clearer picture of how precisian behaviour is disseminated may be
obtained.

The fifth area of future research to be suggested is that of the relationship between
perfectionism and social desirability. A problem with the FMPS is that a majority of the
questions are (highly) value laden. As such, research needs to distinguish the extent to
which social desirability impacts upon perfectionism scores, or whether perfectionism is

an artefact of social desirability bias for a number of people. The development of a social
desirability measure which is incorporated into the FMPS would appear to be an obvious
solution.

12.5 Introspection
To draw this body of research to a close, the current research has to all intents and
purposes achieved what it set out to do. The FMPS(R) has been psychometrically
assessed on both a broader sample than what its predecessor was developed, and has
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been shown to be applicable to the Australian culture. T h e perfectionism construct n o w
has a more balanced perspective with the development of the positive attributes of
perfectionism. Other personality dimensions such as locus of control and coping style
have been shown to reinforce or buttress the perfectionistic mind set. Familial links
involving the propagation of precisian tendencies have been established, and a new
hypothesis as to the dissemination of precisian behaviour was proposed.

It is appreciated that this research may have omissions, typos, and the like,

however, there is a time to let go, and not to be caught in the very trap this dissertatio
illuminates.
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Appendix 1
m

List of abbreviations used throughout the thesis

ASRS Australian Sex-Role Scale of Antill et al. (1981) measures the extent to
which people hold gender-role attribute beliefs. It is used to sort people into
the categories of androgynous, feminine, masculine, and undifferentiated.
B Blunting is one of the dimensions of the MBSS. B reflects the extent to
which the people cognitively ignore or discount threatening information from
within their environment or situation.
BPS Burns' Perfectionism Scale of Burns (1980) (see section 4.1)
C Chance is one of the dimensions of the MLoc. People with a C orientation
believe there is no possibility of controlling what happen to them in their
lives. This is because they believe that what happens or occurs does so on a
random or chance basis.
CM Concern over Mistakes is one of the dimensions of the FMPS. CM reflects
negative reactions to mistakes, a tendency to interpret mistakes as equivalent
to failure, and a tendency to believe that one will lose the respect of others
following a mistake.
D Doubts about actions is one of the dimensions of the FMPS. D reflects a
sense of doubt about the quality of one's performance and one's ability to
accomplish tasks.
EDI Eating Disorders Inventory of Garner et al. (1983) (see section 4.1).
I Internality is one of the dimensions of the MLoc. I reflects peoples belief that
what happens to them is caused by their own actions and behaviours.
IBT Irrational Beliefs Test of Jones (1968, 1977) (see section 4.1).
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M

Monitoring is one of the dimensions of the M B S S . M reflects the extent to

which the people are alert and seek out information from within their
environment or situation.
MBSS Miller Behavioral Style Scale of Miller (1980). This scale categorises people
by their coping style into either Monitors (M) or Blunters (B).
MLoc Multidimensional Locus of control scale of Levenson (1973). This scale has
three dimensions which are; Internality (I), Powerful Others (PO), and
Chance (C).
FMPS Frost et al.'s (1990) Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale. This scale has
six dimensions which are; Concern over Mistakes (CM), Personal Standards
(PS), Parental Criticism (PC), Parental Expectations (PE), Doubts about
actions (D), and Organisation (O).
FMPSn Frost et al.'s (1990) Multidimensional Perfectionism S cale II is a
development of the FMPS, and reflects the changes made to the FMPS as a
result of its psychometric assessment (see section 7.2.2).
FMPS(R) Frost et al.'s (1990) Multidimensional Perfectionism S cale Revised is a
further development of the FMPSn (see section 9.9).
HMPS Hewitt and Flett's (1991b) Multidimensional Perfectionism S cale. This scale
has three dimensions which are; Self-Oriented Perfectionism (SOP), OtherOriented Perfectionism (OOP), and Socially Prescribed Perfectionism (SPP).
NEG The NEGative aspects of perfectionism are represented by this dimension. It
is derived by summing the CM, PCE, and D perfectionism dimensions.
O Organisation is one of the dimensions of the FMPS. O represents the
importance placed by people upon order, organisation, and tidiness.
OOP Other-Oriented Perfectionism is one of the dimensions of the HMPS. OOP
represents people who place their unrealistic (perfectionistic) standards upon
other people and expects those standards to be met.
p Overall Perfectionism score is derived from summing all the dimensions
(viz., P = CM + PS + PE + PC +D + O) of the FMPS.
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PC

Parental Criticism is a dimension of the F M P S . P C reflects the perception of

one's parents being overly critical of one's actions and behaviours.
PCE The Parental Criticisms and Expectations dimension is the amalgamation of
the parental criticism and the reworded parental expectations dimensions (see
section 9.4).
PE Parental Expectations is a dimension of the FMPS. PE reflects the perception
people hold of their parents having overly high expectations for them.
PO Powerful Others is one of the dimensions of the MLoc. People with a PO
orientation believe the world is ordered and controlled by powerful others.
POS The POSitive aspects of perfectionism are represented by this dimension. It
is derived by summing the PS and O perfectionism dimensions.
PS Personal S tandards is one of the dimensions of the FMPS. PS reflects the
setting of very high personal standards and the excessive importance placed
upon these standards for self-evaluation.
SOP S elf-Oriented Perfectionism is one of the dimensions of the HMPS. SOP
represents the setting of exacting standards for oneself together with rigid and
strict self-evaluations.
SPP S ocially Prescribed Perfectionism is one of the dimensions of the HMPS.
SPP reflects peoples perception that significant others have (perfectionistic)
standards and expectations which they feel they need to attain.
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Appendix 2
Questionnaire package used in chapter 5

The questionnaire package used in chapter 5 comprised:
i) a cover sheet;
ii) the Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale ( F M P S - Frost et al., 1990);
iii) the Multidimensional Locus of Control scale (MLoc - Levenson, 1973);
iv) and the Miller Behavioural Style Scale ( M B S S - Miller, 1980).
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Hello, m y n a m e is Geoff Pearce and I a m doing research at the University of
Wollongong. The purpose of my research is to assess the presence of certain

characteristics in families. As such I am asking parents, and their children who atten
University of Wollongong, to complete the enclosed set of questionnaires. Your child

has already completed the questionnaire at the University. Please complete the enclos

set of questionnaires, place it in the prepaid envelope (provided), and post it back t
before 1994. The deadline is very important for completing our study.

One of the conditions of the study is that you do not ask other people how they respon

to the questions, while you are filling out the questionnaire. Rather, answer the ques
in the way which you believe is a true representation of yourself.

There are three sets of questionnaires behind this cover sheet. Please complete all of

them. The information gathered from this study will be held in strict confidence, and
not be used in a way to identify you.

If for whatever reason you have a need to contact me, please call the Psychology
Department, University of Wollongong (042 - 214071). Thank-you for your time and
assistance in our study.

(This research has been approved by the Ethics Committee of the University of
Wollongong)

TURN OVER THE PAGE TO QUESTIONNAIRE ONE
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Please read each question carefully, and then mark the number which indicates how you
feel in response to each question in the space provided. The numbers run from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

2

3

4

5

-t-

-t-

-t

neither disagree nor agree
disagree

agree

strongly disagree

strongly agree
QUESTIONS

ANSWERS

M y parents set very high standards for m e .
Organisation is very important to me.
A s a child, I was punished for doing things less than perfect.
If I do not set the highest standards for myself, I a m likely to end up a
second-rate person.
M y parents never tried to understand m y mistakes.
It is important to m e that I be thoroughly competent in everything I do.
I a m a neat (tidy) person.
I try to be an organised person.
If I fail at work/school, I a m a failure as a person.
I should be upset if I make a mistake.
M y parents wanted m e to be the best at everything.
I set higher goals than most people.
If someone does a task at work/school better than I, then I feel like I failed
the whole task.
If I fail partly, it is as bad as being a complete failure.
Only outstanding performance is good enough in m y family.
I a m very good at focussing m y efforts at attaining a goal.
Even when I do something very carefully, I often feel that it is not quite right.
I hate being less than the best at things.
I have extremely high goals.
M y parents have expected excellence from me.
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Please read each question carefully, and then mark the number which indicates how you
feel in response to each question in the space provided. The numbers run from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

1

2

3

4

5

-. _..

neither disagree nor agree
disagree

agree

strongly disagree

strongly agree
QUESTIONS

ANSWERS

21 People will probably think less of m e if I make a mistake.
22 I never felt like I could meet m y parents' expectations.
23 If I do not do as well as other people, it means I a m an inferior human being.
24 Other people seem to accept lower standards from themselves than I do.
25 If I do not do well all the time, people will not respect me.
26 M y parents have always had higher expectations for m y future than I have.
27 I try to be a neat (tidy) person.
28 I usually have doubts about the simple everyday things I do.
29 Neatness is very important to me.
3 0 1 expect higher performance in m y daily tasks than most people.
31

I a m an organised person.

32 I tend to get behind in m y work because I repeat things over and over.
33 It takes m e a long time to do something "right".
34 The fewer mistakes I make, the more people will like me.
35 I never felt like I could meet m y parents' standards.

QUESTIONNAIRE TWO

PLEASE READ THE INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY, AS THE RESPONSE
PROCEDURE VARIES SLIGHTLY BETWEEN THE QUESTIONNAIRES

PLEASE CONTINUE ON TO THE NEXT QUESTIONNAIRE
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Please read each question carefully, and then mark the number which indicates how you
feel m response to each question in the space provided. The numbers run from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).

r

strongly disagree
disagree

more disagree than agree
more agree than disagree

agree

QUESTIONS
1) Whether or not I get to be a leader depends mostly on m y ability.
2) T o a great extent m y life is controlled by accidental happenings.
3) I feel like what happens in m y life is mostly determined by powerful
people.
4) Whether or not I get into a car accident depends mostly on h o w good
a driver I am.
5) W h e n I make plans, I a m almost certain to make them work.
6) Often there is no chance of protecting m y personal interest from bad
luck happenings.
7) W h e n I get what I want, it's usually because I'm lucky.
8) Although I might have good ability, I will not be given leadership
responsibility without appealing to those in positions of power.
9) H o w m a n y friends I have depends on h o w nice a person I am.
10) I have often found that what is going to happen will happen.
11) M y life is chiefly controlled by powerful others.
12) Whether or not I get into a car accident is mostly a matter of luck.
13) People like myself have very little chance of protecting our personal
interests when they conflict with those of strong pressure groups.

strongly agree

ANSWERS
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Please read each question carefully, and then mark the number which indicates how you
feel in response to each question in the space provided. The numbers run from 1
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).

3

1
ly disagree

4

1
agree
disagree more disagree thanmore
agree than disagree

5

6

1
agree

strongly agree

QUESTIONS ANSWERS
14) It's not always wise for m e to plan too far ahead because many things
turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune.
15) Getting what I want requires pleasing those people above me.
16) Whether or not I get to be a leader depends on whether I'm lucky
enough to be in therightplace at therighttime.
17) If important people were to decide they didn't like m e , I probably
wouldn't make many friends.
18) I can pretty much determine what will happen in m y life.
19) I a m usually able to protect m y personal interests.
20) Whether or not I get into a car accident depends mostly on the other
driver.
21) W h e n I get what I want, it's usually because I worked hard for it.
22) In order to have m y plans work, I make sure that theyfitin with the
desires of people w h o have power over m e .
23) M y life is determined by m y o w n actions.
24) It's chiefly a matter of fate whether or not I have a few friends or
many friends.

QUESTIONNAIRE THREE

PLEASE READ THE INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY, AS THE RESPONSE
PROCEDURE VARIES SLIGHTLY BETWEEN THE QUESTIONNAIRES

PLEASE CONTINUE ON TO THE NEXT QUESTIONNAIRE
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Please read each statement carefully and if you agree with the statement, then tick the
"yes" column. If you disagree with the statement, tick the "no" column.

1) Vividly imagine that you are afraid of the dentist and have to get some denta
done. Which of the following would you do? Check ah of the statements that might
apply to you.
YES / N O
I would ask the dentist exactly what he was going to do.
I would take a tranquilliser or have a drink before going.
I would try to think about pleasant memories.
1 would want the dentist to tell m e when I would feel pain.
I would try to sleep.
I would watch all the dentist's movements and listen for the sound of his drill.
I would watch the flow of water from m y mouth to see if it contained blood.
I would do mental puzzles in m y mind.

2) Vividly imagine that you are being held hostage by a group of armed terrorist
public building. Which of the following would you do? Check all of the statements
that might apply to you.
YES / N O
I would sit by myself and have as many daydreams and fantasies as I could.
I would stay alert and try to keep myself from falling asleep.
I would exchange life stories with the other hostages.
If there was a radio present, I would stay near it and listen to the bulletins
about what the police were doing.
I would watch every movement of m y captors and keep an eye on their
weapons.
I would try to sleep as much as possible.
I would think about how nice it's going to be when I get home.
I would make sure I knew where every possible exit was.
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3) Vividly imagine that, due to a large drop in sales, it is rumoured that several people in
your department at work will be laid off. Your supervisor has turned in an
evaluation of your work for the past year. The decision about lay-offs has been
made and will be announced in several days. Check all of the statements that might
apply to you.
YES / N O
I would talk to m y fellow workers to see if they knew anything about what
the supervisor's evaluation of m e said.
I would review the list of duties for m y present job and try to figure out if I
had fulfilled them all.
I would go to the movies to take m y mind off things.
I would try to remember any arguments or disagreements I might have had
with the supervisor that would have lowered his opinion of m e .
I would push all thoughts of being laid off out of m y mind.
I would tell m y spouse that I'd rather not discuss m y chances of being
laid off.
I would try to think which employees in m y department the supervisor might
have thought had done the worst job.
I would continue doing m y work as if nothing special was happening.

4) Vividly imagine that you are on an aeroplane, thirty minutes from your destinatio
when the plane unexpectedly goes into a deep dive and then suddenly levels off.
After a short time, the pilot announces that nothing is wrong, although the rest of the
ride m a y be rough. You, however, are not convinced that all is well. Check aU of
the statements that might apply to you.

YES / NO
I would carefully read the information provided about safety features in the
plane and m a k e sure I knew where the emergency exits were.
I would m a k e small talk with the passenger beside m e .
I would watch the end of the movie, even if I had seen it before.
I would call for the stewardess and ask her exactly what the problem was.
I would order a drink or a tranquilliser from the stewardess.
I would listen carefully to the engines for unusual noises and would watch
the crew to see if their behaviour was out of the ordinary.
I would talk to the passenger beside m e about what might be wrong.
I would settle d o w n and read a book or magazine or write a letter.
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P L E A S E PRTNT C L E A R L Y
A ) Given names:
B ) Your Surname:
C ) Your age at 01 M a y 1994:
D ) Sex: Female

Years

Months

Male

If you play sport:
What sport do you play best?
Is it an individual sport

or team sport?

What sport do you most enjoy playing?
Is it an individual sport

or team sport?

Use the scale below to assist you in answering the next two questions.
Father
Mother
100%
80/20
60/40
40/60
20/80
100%
90/10
70/30
50/50
30/70
10/90

Considering your behavioural characteristics, rate the amount of influence your pa
have had in shaping your behaviour (i.e., their total effect will equal 100%).
Father

%

Mother

%

Considering your behavioural characteristics, rate how much your behaviour reflect
of your parents (i.e., the total will equal 100%).
Father

%

Mother

%

Please list the name and mailing address of your father and mother.
Father: (first name) .
address:

(surname)
.

phone number: area code:

number:

Mother: (first name)
address:
phone number: area code:

(surname)
.
number:

THANK-YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND ASSISTANCE IN THIS STUDY
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Appendix 3
Principal component

analyses results (samples 2 to 4, 6 to 12)

Table A3.1 Eigenvalues and variance explained from principal component
for samples 2 through to 4 and samples 6 through to 8
Factor

Eigen-

% of

Cumulative

Eigen-

% of

Cumulative

value

variance

%

value

variance

%

Sample 2 (females only)

Sample 3 (males only)

1

8.04

23.0

23.0

6.82

19.5

19.5

2

4.34

12.4

35.4

4.25

12.1

31.6

3

2.94

8.4

43.8

2.54

7.3

38.9

4

2.00

5.7

49.5

2.46

7.0

45.9

5

1.66

4.7

54.2

1.61

4.6

50.5

Sample 4 (non-students)

Sample 6 (female non-students)

1

7.07

20.2

20.2

7.74

22.1

22.1

2

3.86

11.0

31.2

3.98

11.4

33.5

3

2.43

6.9

38.2

2.63

7.5

41.0

4

2.31

6.6

44.7

1.83

5.2

46.3

5

1.65

4.7

49.5

1.80

5.1

51.4

Sample 7 (female students)

Sample 8 (male non-students)

1

8.37

23.9

23.9

6.54

18.7

18.7

2

4.94

14.1

38.0

3.83

10.9

29.6

3

3.14

9.0

47.0

2.67

7.6

37.2

4

2.08

5.9

52.9

2.27

6.5

43.7

S

1.73

4.9

57.9

1.61

4.6

48.3

Notes. For sample 2 n = 543, for sample 3 n = 394, for sample 4 n = 567, for sample 6
n = 293, for sample 7 n = 250, and for sample 8 n = 274.
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Table A3.2 Eigenvalues and variance explained from principal components analyses
for samples 9 through to 12
Factor Eigen- % of Cumulative Eigen- % of Cumulative
value

variance

%

value

variance

%

Sample 9 (male students) sample 10 (normalised students
age < 22.0 years)

1

8.15

23.3

23.3

8.70

24.9

24.9

2

5.26

15.0

383

5.10

14.6

39.4

3

2.65

7.6

45.9

2.82

8.1

47.5

4

2.38

6.8

52.7

2.23

6.4

53.9

5

1.80

5.1

57.8

1.65

4.7

58.6

sample 11 (male psychology

sample 12 (female psychology

students)

students)

1

8.31

23.7

23.7

8.20

23.4

23.4

2

5.20

14.9

38.6

5.13

14.7

38.1

3

2.59

7.4

46.0

3.13

8.9

47.0

4

2.47

7.1

53.1

2.04

5.8

52.9

5

1.85

5.3

58.3

1.75

5.0

57.9

Notes. For sample 9 n = 120, for sample 10 n = 266, for sample 11 n = 105, and for
sample 12 n = 226.

* c-*

Item

23
14
9
25
13
21
34
4
10
7
29
27
2
31
8
35
22
20
11
26
3
1
15
5
12
19
24
16
30
18
6
32
33
28
17

Sample 2
(females only, n = 43)
5
Factor
4
1
2
3

*

V

1

—M.«J

Samp!e 3
(maies only, n = 394)
Factor
5

Item

1

23
14
9
13
25
34
21
10

.70
.68
.65
.65
.63
.57
.50
.42
.42

.77
.75
.72
.68
.64
.63
.60
.59
.58

15
4

.85
.85
.77
.74
.73
.71

7
29
27
2
8
31
19
12
30
24
18
16
6

.78
.78
.75
.70
.65
.65
.60
.57
.54

20
26
22
35
11
1

-.79
-.75
-.67
-.57
-.54
-.50

3
5

.82
.81
.57
.48

Note. All factor loadings > .4 are shown.

33
32
17
28

2

3

4

5

-.40

-.86
-.83
-.79
-.75
-.73
-.73
-.81
-.80
-.64
-.64
-.57
-.47
-.42

-.74
-.73
-.72
-.71
-.67
-.63
-.57

.80
.75
.60
.53

io lativj'1 HJCIUUJ igsiui

Sample 4

Sample 6
(female non-students, n= 293)
Factor

(non -students, n = 567)
Factor
Item

1

14
13
23
25
9
21
34
4
10

.69
.68
.68
.67
.64
.59
.57
.46
.46

7
29
27
31
2
8
22
35
20
26
11
3
1
5
15
12
19
24
30
18
16
6
33
32
28
17

2

3

4

sampler <+ anu o

5

.87
.82
.72
.72
.70
.68

Item

1

25
14
9
23
21
13
34
4
10

.73
.72
.69
.67
.67
.64
.61
.56
.52

7
29
31
2
27
8
35
22
20
11
26
3
1
5
15

-.77
-.77
-.75
-.71
-.68
-.57
-.57
-.42

12
24
19
30
16
18
6

-.78
-.75
-.69
-.65
-.52
-.47
-.46

.83
.81
.52
.45

Note. All factor loadings > .4 are shown.

33
32
28
17

2

3

4

5

.88
.83
.72
.72
.68
.66
-.81
-.81
-.73
-.68
-.67
-.61
-.52
-.50

-.74
-.71
-.70
-.54
-.51
-.45

.85
.82
.55

»-*•* ± *-*. • j _»

Item

23
9
14
25
13
34
21
10
4

Sample 7
(female students, n =250)
r actor
1
2
3
4

32
33
28
17

5

Item

1

13
23
14
25
9
34
21
10

.74
.64
.64
.59
.58
.57
.50

32
33
17
28
16

.79
.75
.74
.73
.70
.69
.67
.61
.53

.44

2

3

4

5

15
4

.84
.82
.81
.78
.76
.74

20
22
35
11
15
1
3
26
5

dllU O

Sample 8
(male non-students, n == 274)
Factor

.85
.75
.73
.64
.63
.61
.60
.60
.59

29
7
27
2
8
31

12
19
24
30
16
18
6

;ga IUI samples /

7
29
27
31
2
8

26
20
22
35
11
1

-.81
-.77
-.65
-.65
-.60
-.52
-.43

3
5

.77
.73
.55
.53

Note. All factor loadings ^ .4 are shown.

.78
.77
.51
.48

.41

-.44

.85
.82
.73
.70
.69
.68

-.75
-.74
-.71
-.70
-.68
-.61
-.52

12
19
30

.78
.76
.69

24
18
6

.63
.61
.45

—

tp

Sample 9
(male students, n =120)
Factor
Item

1

23
25
14
9
34
21
13
10

.75
.74
.67
.67
.64
.59
.46
.41

7
29
27
2
8
31
35
20
3
22
11
1
26
15
5
19
12
30
18
24
16
6
4
33
17
32

_J_J
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2

3

4

5

Sample 10
(normalised studentsage< 22.0 years.
n = 266)
Factor
Item
2
3
4
5
1

23
14
9
13
25
34
10

.90
.77
.75
.65
.63
.56
.54

21
4
6

.53
.51
.47

.88
.84
.82
.81
.80
.76

29
27
7
8
2
31

.85
.84
.82
.80
.77
.77

.76
.74
.73
.73
.69
.66
.64
.63
.58

20
22
11
35
1
3
15
26
5

.73
.71
.70
.69
.69
.67
.64
.54
.53

12
19
24
30
16
18

.83
.81
.60
.59
.55
.51
.50
.42
.78
.74
.67
.53

Note. All factor loadings s .4 are shown.

33
32
17
28

-.81

.48

-.74
-.71
-.61
-.60
-.50

.77
.72
.69
.57

Sample 11

Samiale 12

(male psychology students, n = 105)

(female:psychohj>gy students.
11 =226)
Factor

Factor

Item

1

25
23
14
9
34
21
16
10

.73
.68
.68
.62
.62
.58

7
29
27
2
8
31
3
35
22
20
1
26
11
5
15
19
12
18
30
6
13
4
24
33
17
32
28

2

3

4

5

-.49

.86
.85
.83
.78
.75
.75

Item

1

23
9
14
13
25
34
21

.86
.77
.72
.65
.65
.62
.60

4
10

.59
.58

12
19
24
30
16
18
6

.80
.74
.69
.54

Note. All factor loadings ^ .4 are shown.

32
33
28
17

4

5

.80
.77
.76
.72
.71
.69
.64
.61
.51

20
35
22
11
1
15
3
26
5
-.81
-.80
-.66
-.61
-.57
-.53
-.52
-.51

3

.86
.83
.82
.75
.75
.74

29
7
27
2
31
8

.76
.71
.68
.68
.66
.64
.64
.53
.46

2

-.81

-.77
-.64
-.63

.40

-.60
-.51
-.42

.76
.71
.56
.55
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Appendix

4

Calculation of an overall perfectionism score

The initial discussion will focus on the results obtained when sample la was

employed (the dependent sample), and this will be followed by a discussion of the res
utilising sample 5a (the independent sample). The correlation between P and P+O was

high, positive, and significant (r = .96) and indicates the close relationship betwee

two formulations. All the differences in the correlations between P and P+O with the
other FMPSn dimensions are significant (p < .001) (see Table A4.1 for r, t, and p
values). A large difference occurred between the level of correlations achieved by P

.50) and P+O (_ = .71) with POS, and also between P (r = .20) and P+O (r = .48) with
O, while a small difference occurred between P (r = .74) and P+O (r = .77) with PS.
The magnitude of these differences was not unexpected and can be readily explained.

The overall P measure was deemed to reflect the negative aspects of perfectionism, a
the O dimension was added to try and give it a more even balance. Thus, P+O would be
expected to have a higher level of correlation with the positive dimensions of
perfectionism (viz., POS, PS, and O) than those achieved by P.

In relation to the more negative dimensions of perfectionism, the NEG, CM, PE,

and D dimensions are more highly correlated with P (r = .97, r = .85, r = .61, and r

.56 respectively) than with P+O (r = .90, r = .80, r = .55, and r = .50 respectively)

From the analyses the indication is that the new formulation of the overall perfecti

score (P+O) is an acceptable alternative format, and this is highlighted by the high

significance levels obtained. It (viz., P+O) is more representative of a global measu

perfectionism rather than a more negative or neurotic perspective as indicated by th

of correlations achieved (i.e., P+O having a higher level of correlations with POS, P
and O than those achieved by P with POS, PS, and O, and P+O having a lower level of

272

correlations with N E G , C M , PE, and D than those achieved by P with N E G . C M , PE,

and D).

When sample 5a is utilised the results follow the same pattern as those obtained
from sample la. The P measure has higher correlations with the negative dimensions of
perfection than those obtained by P + O . O n the other hand, P + O has higher correlations
with the positive dimensions of perfection than those obtained by P. The only apparent
variation between samples la and 5a is that the level of significance achieved when using
sample 5a is less than the level of significance achieved when using sample 1 a.

Overall it is concluded that although sample la is a dependent sample while sample
5a is an independent sample, both samples are behaving in a similar fashion. The
concern about dependent/independent sample effects is not applicable to this particular
analysis utilising these two samples.
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Table A4.1 Correlations between P and P + O with the FMPSll subscales for samples
la and 5a
Sample la

Sample 5a

Correlational
groupings

r

P and POS

.50
.71
.96

P+O and POS
P and P+O
P and NEG
P+O and NEG
P and P+O
P and C M
P+O and C M
P and P+O
P and PS
P+O and PS
P and P+O
P and PE
P+O and PE
P and P+O
PandD
P+O and D
P and P+O
PandO
P+O and 0
P and P+O

.97
.90
.96
.85
.80
.96
.74
.77
.96
.61
.55
.96
.56
.50
.96
.20
.48
.96

t

79.4

33.3

9.9

4.9

8.0

7.6

Et

r

t

p_ f

<.001

.54
.69
.97

21.4

< .001

<.001

.95
.90
.97

11.7

< .001

<.001

.86
.82
.97

5.5

< .001

<.01

.75
.77
.97

2.2

< .05

<.001

.53
.45
.97

7.0

<.001

<.001

.64
.62
.97

2.0

< .05

42.1

< .001

.27
92.8

<.001

Notes. For sample la n = 865, for sample 5a n = 298.
f = two tailed test.

.48
.97
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Appendix 5
Questionnaire package used in chapter 9

,

The questionnaire package used in chapter 9 comprised:
i)

a cover sheet;

ii)

the Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale Revised (FMPS(R)).
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READ THE INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY

PLEASE COMPLETE THE
THREE GENERAL INFORMATION QUESTIONS AND THE QUESTIONNAIRE
BEHIND THIS COVER SHEET

PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY

THANK-YOU IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR TIME AND ASSISTANCE
IN THIS STUDY
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Name:
Your age at 01 March 1995:

years...

months.

Sex:

female.

male....

Please read each question carefully, and then mark the number which indicates how you
feel in response to each question in the space provided. The numbers run from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

5

2
-k-

neither disagree nor agree
disagree
strongly disagree

agree
strongly agree

QUESTIONS

ANSWERS

1) M y parents set very high standards for me.
2) Organisation is very important to me.
3) A s a child I was criticised for doing things less than perfect.
4) It would be a mistake if I didn't set the highest standards for myself,
for I would most likely end up a second-rate person.
5) M y parents always criticised m e for m y mistakes.
6) It is important to m e that I be thoroughly competent in everything I do.
7) I a m a neat (tidy) person.
8) I try to be an organised person.
9) If I fail at work/school, I a m a failure as a person.
10) I should be upset ifl make a mistake.
11) M y parents wanted m e to be the best at everything.
12) I set higher goals than most people.
13) If someone does a task at work/school better than I, then I feel like
I failed the whole task.
14) If I fail partly, it is as bad as being a complete failure.
15) Only outstanding performance is good enough in m y family.

Please read each question carefully, and then mark the number which indicates how you
feel in response to each question in the space provided. The numbers run from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
2

4

-k-

-tneither disagree nor agree

disagree
strongly disagree

agree
strongly agree

QUESTIONS

ANSWERS

16 I a m very good at focussing m y efforts at attaining a goal.
17 Even when I do something very carefully, I often feel that it is not
quite right.
18

I hate being less than the best at things.

19 I have extremely high goals.
20 M y parents have expected excellence from me.
21 People will probably think less of m e if I make a mistake.
22 M y parents have always been overly critical of me.
23 Ifl do not do as well as other people, it means I am an inferior human being.
24 Other people seem to accept lower standards from themselves than I do.
25 If I do not do well all the time, people will not respect me.
26 M y parents have always had higher expectations for m y future than I have.
27 I try to be a neat (tidy) person.
28 I usually have doubts about the simple everyday things I do.
29 Neatness is very important to me.
30 I expect higher performance in m y daily tasks than most people.
31

I a m an organised person.

32 I tend to get behind in m y work because I repeat things over and over.
33 It takes m e a long time to do something "right".
34 The fewer mistakes I make, the more people will like me.
35 M y parents have always been overly critical of m y mistakes.
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Appendix
Investigating

the PC

and PE

6

dimensions

A s the P C and P E dimensions were combining 2 more factor analyses were run,
one with the P C items removed and one with the P E items removed. The loadings
achieved by the dimensions when they were assessed both together and separately, were
all acceptable (see Table A6.1).

Table A6.1 Factor loadings when using PC+PE, PC only, and PE only

PE only

Item

PC+PE

1

.51

3

.74

.80

5

.77

.88

11

.72

.81

15

.71

.64

20

.70

.80

22

.83

26

.57

35

.83

PC only

.68

.91
.63
.91

Note, n = 424.

T o discern a higher order theme the P C and P E dimensions were subjected to a
maximum likelihood factor analysis and an oblique rotation which resulted in a two factor
solution (see Table A6.2). With higher order themes, one factor may appropriate another
factor if the eigenvalues/sum of the squared loadings, and the percentage of variance
explained, is aroundfiveto six times greater than those of the other factor (Bynner,
1988). In the present case, for the P C dimension, the sum of the squared loadings was
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approximately 5.5 times (viz., 437:0.79 = 5.53) greater than the P E dimension sum of

the squared loadings, and indicates that PC is the primary dimension while PE is a

dimension of it. Therefore, when considering the two subscales, they should be vie
in the light of being unidimensional under the PC dimension rather than being two

separate subscales. The unidimensionality assertion was further supported by the P

dimension's inability to reach an acceptable eigenvalue/sum of the squared loading
achieved = 0.79, required > 1.0) (Kim & Mueller, 1978; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989).

Table A6.2 Maximum likelihood factor loadings for factors 1 and 2
Item

Dimension

1

PE

3

PC

.64

5

PC

.79

11

PE

15

PE

20

PE

22

PC

26

PE

35

PC

Factor 1

Factor 2

.63

.68

.68

.95

.94

Notes. All factor loadings > .4 are shown, n = 424.

In the maximum likelihood factor analysis item 15 failed to achieve an acceptable

factor loading on factor 2 (PE dimension). This failing to achieve the required fa

loading criteria is not problematical, for item 15 achieved an acceptable factor l
level when assessed within the FMPS(R) construct in the following analysis. The
removal of the 5 items comprising the PE dimensions had no major effects upon the

composition of the other factors of the FMPS(R). In general there was an increase i

both the amount of variance explained and in the factor loadings. A comparison bet

280

the 35 item F M P S ( R ) and 30 item (PE questions removed) F M P S ( R ) for eigenval

ues

and amount of variance explained are displayed in Table A6.3, while the factor loadi

ngs

are displayed in Table A6.4.

Table A6.3 Eigenvalues and variances for two versions of the F M P S ( R )
35 item F M P S ( R )
Factor

Dimension Eigenvalue Variance

30 item F M P S ( R )
Dimension Eigenvalue Variance

1

CM

7.35

21.0

CM

6.50

21.7

2

C

4.54

13.0

C

4.32

14.4

3

PC+PE

3.36

9.6

PC

2.65

8.8

4

PS

2.34

6.7

PS

2.26

7.5

5

D

1.50

4.3

D

1.43

4.8

Total

54.5%

57.2%

Notes, n = 424. 30 item F M P S ( R ) = 35 item F M P S ( R ) minus the P E questions.

Even though Frost et al. (1990) propose there is a conceptual difference between
the P C and P E factors either the participants were not making, or not recognising, this
distinction. This is indicated by the factor analyses continually linking the P C and P E
dimensions together as one factor. The inability to differentiate between the two theorised
factors m a y be due to parents criticising their children for not achieving the parental
standards rather than informing them. A s such, parental expectations become
operationalised as parental criticisms. Alternatively, even if parents are able to "inform"
rather than "criticise" their children for not reaching the set standards it is still possible for
parental feedback to be interpreted as parental criticism.
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Table A6.4 Comparison of principal components analyses factor loadings for two
versions of the FMPS(R)

Item

1

9
25
23
14
10
21
13
34

.71
.71
.67
.66
.62
.59
.58
.52

30 item FMPS(R)

Factor

Factor

2

3

4

5

33
32
28
17
n=

9
10
25
14
23
13
21
34

.82
.69
.69
.68
.64
.61
.57
.51

19
12
30
24
16
18
6
4

-.82
-.79
-.66
-.57
-.57
-.57
-.50
-.49

19
12
30
24
18
16
6
4

1

22
35
5
3

.83
.83
.77
.74
.72
.71
.70
.57
.51

22
35
5
3
11
15
20
26
1

Item

7
27
29
2
8
31

.85
.83
.79
.76
.76
.75

7
27
29
2
8
31

NoteSm

35 item FMPS(R)

2

3

4

5

.85
.83
.79
.77
.76
.74
.91
.91
.88
.80

-.83
-.81
-.71
-.61
-.60
-.54
-.45
-.41

.76

33

.79

.67
.61

32
17

.72
.61

.58

28

.59

424. All factor loadings > .4 are shown.
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Parental expectations being interpreted as parental criticism is surmised to occur in
at least three ways. One, the form in which the message is given. That is. parents in

informing their children that they have not achieved the parentally set expected stand
may do so in behaviours, words, or vocal inflections which are then interpreted as

criticisms. Two, parents not differentiating between the action and the person in voici
their disappointment at the non-achievement of parental standards. By parents not
differentiating between action and person the child perceives the negative feedback as

relating to the doer of the deed rather than the quality of the work. Third, the message

itself. A person getting feedback for a behaviour or activity, upon being told that it w
not up to expected standards, would tend to perceive that information as a criticism.

The conclusion to be drawn from these analyses is the inability of the two scales to
perform independently of each other. The respondents were not distinguishing between
the two concepts, and as such, it was decided to combine the PC and PE dimensions to
form the PCE dimension.
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Appendix

7

Questionnaire package used in chapter 10

The questionnaire package used in chapter 10 comprised:
i)

a cover sheet;

ii)

the Australian Sex Role Scale ( A S R S - Antill et al., 1981);

iii)

the Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale Revised (FMPS(R)).

READ THE INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY, AS THE RESPONSE
PROCEDURES VARY BETWEEN THE QUESTIONNAIRES

PLEASE COMPLETE BOTH SETS OF QUESTIONNAIRES BEHIND THIS
COVER SHEET

PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY

THANK-YOU IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR TIME AND ASSISTANCE
IN THIS STUDY

A) Your age at 01 June 1996:

B) Sex: Female

Years

Male

Months
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This task asks you to describe yourself. Below is a list of personality characteristics.
Please use these characteristics to describe yourself. Indicate on a scale from 1 to 7 how
true of you these various characteristics are. Please do not leave any characteristics
unmarked.
Example: Happy
Mark 1 if it is NEVER OR ALMOST NEVER TRUE that you are happy
2 if it is U S U A L L Y N O T T R U E that you are happy
3 if it is SOMETIMES BUT INFREQUENTLY TRUE that you are happy
4 if it is O C C A S I O N A L L Y T R U E that you are happy
5 if it is O F T E N T R U E that you are happy
6 if it is U S U A L L Y T R U E that you are happy
7 if it is ALWAYS OR ALMOST ALWAYS TRUE that you are happy
Thus, if you feel it is SOMETIMES BUT INFREQUENTLY TRUE that you are happy,
you should write a "3" next to happy: Happy 3

7
occasionally true I
sometimes but
often true
infrequently true
usually
usually true
not true
always or almost
never or almost
always true
never true

ANSWERS

ANSWERS

Loves children

Appreciative

Firm

Nervous

Dependent

Sensitive to the needs of others

Patient

Aggressive

Tense

Confident

Bossy

Self-sufficient

Noisy

Competitive

Needs approval

Casual

Rash

Timid

Show-off

Self-critical

Interesting

Logical
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This task asks you to describe yourself. Below is a list of personality characteristics.
Please use these characteristics to describe yourself. Indicate on a scale from 1 to 7 how
true of you these various characteristics are. Please do not leave any characteristics
unmarked.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1 occasionally true |
sometimes but
often true
infrequently true
usually
usually true
not true

always or almost
always true

never or almost
never true

ANSWERS

ANSWERS
Grateful

Devotes self to others

Sarcastic

Feels superior

Forceful

Boastful

Clear-thinking

Loyal

Weak

Strong

Bashful

Carefree

Mischievous

Absent-minded

Responsible

Rude

Emotional

Sees self running show

Resourceful

Outspoken

Skilled in business

Worrying

Shy

Gentle

Childlike

Silly

Anxious

Pleasure-seeking

287

Please read each question carefully, and then mark the number which indicates how you
feel in response to each question in the space provided. The numbers run from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

1

2

3

4

1

1

1

5

neither disagree nor agree
disagree

agree

strongly disagree

strongly agree

QUESTIONS ANSWERS
1) M y parents set very high standards for m e .
2) Organisation is very important to m e .
3) A s a child I was criticised for doing things less than perfect.
4) It would be a mistake if I didn't set the highest standards for myself.
for I would most likely end up a second-rate person.
5) M y parents always criticised m e for m y mistakes.
6) It is important to m e that I be thoroughly competent in everything I do.
7) I a m a neat (tidy) person.
8) I try to be an organised person.
9) If I fail at work/school, I a m a failure as a person.
10) I should be upset if I make a mistake.
11) M y parents wanted m e to be the best at everything.
12) I set higher goals than most people.
13) If someone does a task at work/school better than I, then I feel like
I failed the whole task.
14) If I fail partly, it is as bad as being a complete failure.
15) Only outstanding performance is good enough in m y family.
16) I a m very good at focussing m y efforts at attaining a goal.
17) Even when I do something very carefully, I often feel that it is not
quite right.
18) I hate being less than the best at things.
19) I have extremely high goals.
20) M y parents have expected excellence from m e .

Please read each question carefully, and then mark the number which indicates how you
feel m response to each question in the space provided. The numbers run from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
4
-tneither disagree nor agree
disagree
strongly disagree

agree
strongly agree

QUESTIONS
21) People will probably think less of m e if I make a mistake.

ANSWERS

22) M y parents have always been overly critical of me.
23) If I do not do as well as other people, it means I a m an inferior human being.
24) Other people seem to accept lower standards from themselves than I do.
25) If I do not do well all the time, people will not respect me.
26) M y parents have always had higher expectations for m y future than I have.
27) I try to be a neat (tidy) person.
28) I usually have doubts about the simple everyday things I do.
29) Neatness is very important to me.
30) I expect higher performance in m y daily tasks than most people.
31) I a m an organised person.
32) I tend to get behind in m y work because I repeat things over and over.
33) It takes m e a long time to do something "right".
34) The fewer mistakes I make, the more people will like me.
35) M y parents have always been overly critical of m y mistakes.

